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1.0
INTRODUCTION AND REGULATORY CONTEXT
1.1

INTRODUCTION

This Cultural Resources Survey Report was prepared by Applied EarthWorks, Inc. (Æ) for P&D
Consultants on behalf of the City of Yucaipa for the Interstate Yucaipa Specific Plan and
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), located within the City of Yucaipa, San Bernardino County,
California (Figure 1).
The Project study area encompasses approximately 1,228 acres, of which 1,020 acres are located
south and adjacent to the Interstate 10 (I-10) Freeway; remaining acres (n = 208) are located
north and immediately adjacent to the I-10 Freeway (Figures 1 and 2). South of the I-10
Freeway and encompassing portions of Sections 10 and 11, and the eastern half of Section 9
(T2S/R2W), the Project area is dominated by dissected rolling hills and mesas of the San
Timoteo Badlands which are bordered to the north by the central fork of Yucaipa Creek. North
of the I-10 Freeway, the northern portions of Section 10 and 11 are characterized by low hills of
the Yucaipa Valley (see Figure 2). For the most part, the majority of the Project study area is
undeveloped range lands; however, the portions of the project study area along Live Oak Canyon
Road, Oak Glen Road, and Colorado Street have residential and commercial developments.
1.2

REGULATORY CONTEXT

Cultural resources management work conducted as part of any proposed undertaking by the City
within the 1,228-acre Specific Plan study area must comply with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Statutes and Guidelines (California 2005). Enacted in 1971, CEQA and the
guidelines direct lead agencies (in this case, the City of Yucaipa) to determine whether an
archaeological site is a “historically significant” cultural resource. For purposes of this section,
the term “historical resources” shall include the following:
(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res.
Code § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).
(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in a historical
resource survey meeting the requirements Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must
treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates
that it is not historically or culturally significant.
(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or
cultural annals of California may be considered to be a historical resource, provided the
lead agency's determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole
record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically
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Significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including
the following:
(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;
(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;
(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative
individual, or possesses high artistic values; or
(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.
(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical
resources (pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in a
historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in Section 5024.1(g) of the Public
Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may
be a historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code Sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1
[CEQA 15064.5].

CEQA also applies to effects on archaeological sites. Therefore, when a project will impact an
archaeological site, a lead agency (the City) shall first determine whether the site is a historical
resource, as defined in (3), above. If an archaeological site does not meet the criteria defined in
(3), above, but does meet the definition of a unique archeological resource in Section 21083.2 of
the Public Resources Code, the site shall be treated in accordance with the provisions of section
21083.2. The time and cost limitations described in Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 (cf) do not apply to surveys and site evaluation activities intended to determine whether the project
location contains unique archaeological resources. The term “unique archaeological resource”
has the following meaning under CEQA:
An archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be clearly demonstrated that,
without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it
meets any of the following criteria:
(1) Contains information needed to answer important scientific research
questions and that there is a demonstrable public interest in that
information.
(2) Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or
the best available example of its type.
(3) Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important
prehistoric or historical event or person [Public Resources Code Section
21083.2(g)].

If an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological nor a historical resource, the
effects of the project on those resources shall not be considered a significant effect on the
environment. However, a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource or unique archaeological resource is a project that may
4

have a significant effect on the environment. Effects on cultural properties that qualify as
historical resources or unique archaeological resources can be considered adverse if they involve
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate
surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be materially impaired.
Specifically, the significance of a historical resource is materially impaired when a project:
(A) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of
a historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in,
or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources; or
(B) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics
that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical resources pursuant to section
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or its identification in a historical resources
survey meeting the requirements of section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code,
unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project establishes by a
preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically or culturally significant; or
(C) Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of
a historical resource that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility
for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead
agency for purposes of CEQA [CEQA 15064.5b].

The cited statutes and guidelines specify how cultural resources are to be managed in the context
of projects such as those proposed by the City. Briefly, archival and field surveys must be
conducted, and identified cultural resources must be inventoried and evaluated in prescribed
ways. Prehistoric and historical resources deemed “historically significant” would be considered
in the context of the proposed project’s planning and development. As well, any proposed
undertaking that may affect “historically significant” cultural resources must be submitted to the
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and comment prior to project approval by
the responsible agency (in this case the City) and prior to construction. Subsequent sections of
the CEQA Guidelines detail methods by which significant effects may be mitigated.
It should also be noted, sites that may contain human remains important to Native Americans
must be identified and treated in a sensitive manner, consistent with state law (i.e., Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98), as reviewed below
and detailed in Section 15064.5 (d) in the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines (California 2005).
In the event that human remains are encountered during project development and in
accordance with the Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, the County Coroner must be
notified if potentially human bone is discovered. The Coroner will then determine within
two working days of being notified if the remains are subject to his or her authority. If
the Coroner recognizes the remains to be Native American, he or she shall contact the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by phone within 24 hours, in
accordance with Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.
The NAHC will then
designate a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) with respect to the human remains. The
MLD then has the opportunity to recommend to the property owner or the person
responsible for the excavation work means for treating or disposing, with appropriate
dignity, the human remains and associated grave goods [California 2005].

The State of California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) administers the California Register
program. As a recipient of federal funding, the OHP meets the requirements of the NHPA with a
5

State Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO) who enforces a designation and protection process,
has a qualified historic preservation review commission, maintains a system for surveys and
inventories, and provides for adequate public participation in its activities. As the recipient of
federal funds that require pass-through funding to local governments, the OHP administers the
Certified Local Government program for the State of California. The OHP also administers the
California Register of Historical Landmarks and California Points of Local Historical Interest
programs.
In addition, the State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) recently
published a Supplement to the 2003 General Plan Guidelines on November 14, 2005 which
provides advisory guidance to cities and counties on the process for consulting with Native
American Indian tribes during the adoption or amendment of local general plans, such as the
City’s General Plan Update, or specific plans, in accordance to Senate Bill 18 (SB 18) (Chapter
905, Statutes of 2004) (OPR 2005). Native American consultations, in accordance with SB 18,
are detailed in Chapter 6.
1.3

REPORT PROSPECTUS

In the following sections, a discussion of the sources consulted during the cultural resources
investigation reported herein is provided in Chapter 2. Native American consultation efforts are
detailed in Chapter 3. The Project area’s environmental and cultural settings are described in
Chapters 4 and 5, respectively. The survey methods employed are detailed in Chapter 6, while
the study findings are discussed in Chapter 7 and recommendations are offered in Chapter 8.
Appendix A contains copies of all the Native American consultations pursuant to Senate Bill 18,
and Appendix B contains the confidential cultural resources site location maps and site records.
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2.0
SOURCES CONSULTED
2.1

INTRODUCTION

A variety of sources were consulted as part of the project’s cultural resources investigation.
Included were cultural resources records and literature at the local Archaeological Information
Center housed at the San Bernardino County Museum (SBCM) in Redlands. For information
pertaining to the local and site-specific history of the Project area, numerous archival resources
located in San Bernardino, Redlands, and Yucaipa were consulted. Information regarding the
prehistory and ethnohistory of the general study area was compiled from synthetic data collected
by southern California researchers in the past 15 years. A detailed discussion of the sources
consulted and results of these investigations are provided below, as well as in Chapters 4 and 5
of this report.
2.2

CULTURAL RESOURCES LITERATURE AND RECORDS SEARCH

A cultural resources literature and records search of the general project location was completed
by an Æ archaeologist at the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS)
Archaeological Information Center (AIC) at the SBCM in July 2005. For purposes of this
investigation, the general project location was defined as a half-mile radius surrounding the
Project APE. Results of this literature and records search indicate that 26 area-specific cultural
resources surveys have been conducted and reported formally in the general Project location.
These studies resulted in the identification of eight previously recorded prehistoric
archaeological sites, one previously recorded historical archaeological site, and one site that
contains both prehistoric and historical archaeological remains. In addition, two California
Historical Landmarks and one historical structure have been documented within the general
Project vicinity. Additional sources consulted by AIC staff include: National Register of
Historic Places (NPS 2005); Survey of Surveys: A Summary of California’s Historical and
Architectural Resources Surveys (Office of Historic Preservation [OHP] 2005a); Five Views: An
Ethnic Sites Survey for California (OHP 2005b); California Historical Landmarks (OHP 2005c);
California Points of Historical Interest (OHP 2005d); and, Historical Landmarks of San
Bernardino County (SBCM 1980).
The prehistoric archaeological sites recorded previously include CA-SBR-428, CA-SBR-429,
CA-SBR-908, CA-SBR-909, CA-SBR-912, CA-SBR-913, CA-SBR-915, and CA-SBR-2624.
Previously recorded historical sites include CA-SBR-6118H (also known as California Historical
Landmark No. 528), CA-SBR-10822H, and California Historical Landmark No. 620; one
previously recorded site contains both prehistoric and historical components (CA-SBR-1000/H).
Of the previously recorded sites, CA-SBR-429, CA-SBR-908, CA-SBR-912, CA-SBR-913, and
CA-SBR-915 are/were located within the Yucaipa Specific Plan study area. Brief descriptions of
these resources are provided below.
Site CA-SBR-428, originally recorded in 1934 by G. Smith as being located “in the area of the
old wildwood swimming pool, between Avenue F and Avenue H along Yucaipa Creek as it was
intersected by the precursor to the I-10 Freeway.” This site was described as a scatter of broken
metates, and several manos and hammerstones; the site was reported destroyed sometime before
7

1965 when the site record was updated by Shepard. CA-SBR-428’s location was outside the
current Yucaipa Specific Plan study area.
Site CA-SBR-429, originally recorded in 1935 by G. Smith as being located approximately 200
feet (ft) south of the I-10 Freeway and one mile west of Live Oak Canyon Road, was described
as a mineralized human skeleton that was discovered during the excavation of a catch basin; this
skeleton was transferred to the University of Redlands where, reportedly, it was destroyed when
the University needed more curation space during World War II. In 1965, the site record was
updated by Shepard wherein “pottery, cooking rocks, manos, and chips” were noted; Shepard
also notes that “several burials were located where old reservoir is located.” Interestingly, CASBR-429 was located within close proximity to the historical reservoir features identified at CASBR-12334H described in Chapter 7.
CA-SBR-908 was originally recorded by G. Smith in 1947 as being located “above Yucaipa
Creek, south of Avenue F and overlooking the I-10 Freeway at the southern end of 11th Street.”
At that time the site was described as containing “pottery, metates, burned stone, black paint
stone, points, manos and hammerstones; one metate was found at a depth of 18 inches during the
construction of a residence and driveway.” In 1999, the site area was inspected by M. Hogan of
CRM Tech, at which time there was no evidence of prehistoric artifacts and the general site area
had been developed with residences and paved roads. CA-SBR-428’s location was inside the
current Yucaipa Specific Plan study area.
CA-SBR-909, originally recorded by G. Smith in 1947 as being located on a ridge across an
unnamed stream channel and springs, was described as containing “manos, metates, black paint
stone, and a large discoidal game stone.” CA-SBR-428’s location is outside the current Yucaipa
Specific Plan study area.
CA-SBR-912 was originally recorded by G. Smith in 1947 as being located “on a corner west of
Avenue F and the I-10 Freeway on the west end of a ridge near the intersection of Oak Glen
Creek and Yucaipa Creek which then drains through Live oak Canyon.” There is also a note on
the site record that states that “a man who cultivated this ridge reported plowing up a skeleton
with shell beads about 350 feet north east of the site.” In 1976, it was reported that the site had
been destroyed by farming, erosion, and road construction. In 1999, the site area was inspected
by M. Hogan of CRM Tech, at which time no evidence of prehistoric artifacts was observed.
CA-SBR-428’s location was inside the current Yucaipa Specific Plan study area.
CA-SBR-913, originally recorded by G. Smith in 1947 as being “located west of 11th Street,
south of Avenue F on a ridge west of Espie’s place,” was described as a few pieces of broken
pottery. The site record was updated in 1965 by Shepard as containing “clay objects, manos,
chips, unusual broken stone objects, as well as human burials and cremations.” In 1999, the site
area was inspected by M. Hogan of CRM Tech at which time there was a water pipeline in the
site location and no evidence of prehistoric artifacts was observed. CA-SBR-913’s location was
inside the current Yucaipa Specific Plan study area.
Site CA-SBR-915, discovered initially in the spring of 1976 during deep grading activities
associated with the I-10 Freeway improvements, is located on a hilltop near the southwest corner
of Live Oak Canyon Road and the I-10 Freeway. As reported by G. Smith, the site is described
as a “very important site as discoidals and other artifacts (manos and metates) were uncovered by
grading.” Cultural deposits were encountered at a depth of 20 feet below the original pre8

construction grade; the maximum depth of cultural deposits was not determined. During the fall
of 1976, the archaeological site record for CA-SBR-915 was updated by Daly and Record to
state that as much as 12 feet of the hilltop on which the site was located had been graded away;
only one complete mano and three mano fragments were observed in the site area. Located
within the Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, three manos and one hammerstone were noted in
the location of CA-SBR-915 during the current investigation reported herein (see Chapter 7).
CA-SBR-1000/H is located at the intersection of Avenue E and 10th Street, east of Oak Glen
Creek on the crest of a small, north-south trending ridge above Chicken Springs Wash in
Yucaipa Valley, outside the current Yucaipa Specific Plan study area. This important site,
known as the Serrano Indian village site of Jukaipapit, has been investigated sporadically over
the past 40 years. Historical accounts suggest that Chicken Springs Wash was a perennial water
source during the protohistoric occupation of the site. CA-SBR-1000/H evinces both horizontal
and vertical cultural stratification, and based on absolute dates, associated artifacts, and site
descriptions, the site is believed to contain four cultural components (Grenda 1998). The earliest
component dating to approximately 4000–1000 B.P. appears to be located in the northeastern
portion of the site known as Greven’s Knoll, while the second component representing the Late
Prehistoric to Protohistoric periods is located across the remaining portions of the site. The third
component is a Protohistoric to historical-period village (Jukaipapit) that likely overlies the
second component. Based on Harrington’s notes (n.d.), final aboriginal abandonment of the site
appears to have occurred in the 1860s. The fourth component is an early American historicalperiod settlement located at the extreme southern portion of the site. In addition to the extensive
lithic artifact and ecofact assemblages recovered from the site during the various episodes of
investigations, prehistoric and protohistoric residential use of the site is indicated by the presence
of house floors and fire hearths.
CA-SBR-2624, recorded at an unknown time by an unknown individual, is described as
“metates.” CA-SBR-2624’s location is outside the current Yucaipa Specific Plan study area.
CA-SBR-6118H, is variously known as the Yucaipa Adobe, Sepulveda Adobe, or Dunlap
Adobe, and is listed as California Historical Landmark No. 528. Recorded formally by Lester
Ross of the SBCM in 1988, local oral tradition has regarded this structure as the original adobe
residence of Diego Sepulveda. Artifacts and architectural details (i.e., circular saw-cut joists)
noted at the time of site recordation indicated a post 1850s construction and occupation.
Reportedly built originally in 1842, the structure recorded by Ross in 1988 was probably built
sometime after 1850 using materials from the original adobe. CA-SBR-6118H’s location is
outside the current Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, north of the I-10 Freeway and near the
intersection of Kentucky Street and Dunlap Boulevard in Yucaipa.
CA-SBR-10822H was recorded in 2002 by CRM Tech as being located approximately 22 feet
southeast of Colorado Street, immediately south of a small drainage. This site is described as an
18-foot-long culvert made of riveted steel pipe with a concrete headwall. CA-SBR-10822H’s
location is outside the current Yucaipa Specific Plan study area.
The final site, California Historical Landmark No. 620, known commonly as the Yucaipa
Rancheria, is a 20 acre site located on the former ranch of Charles W. Simpson at the intersection
of Avenue E and 10th Street in Yucaipa. The Yucaipa Rancheria was a Serrano Indian
settlement, and is also located outside the current Yucaipa Specific Plan study area.
9

2.3

ARCHIVAL RESEARCH

The archival collections of several institutions were reviewed by renowned historian David Earle
of Earle and Associates, in an effort to document the history of the Yucaipa Specific Plan study
area. The San Bernardino County Archives (SBCA) were visited on several occasions during
research and proved the most fruitful resource in this effort. SBCA’s holdings include
homestead documents, recorder’s deed books, land transfer records, tax assessor’s records,
superior court cases, immigration records, fictitious names, articles of incorporation, and others.
The historical research on which this report is based involved consulting historical materials at a
number of institutions. In addition to the SBCA, these included the San Bernardino County
Clerk-recorder's Office, the Heritage Room and Archives at the A.K. Smiley Public Library in
Redlands, the collections of the Yucaipa Valley Historical Society at the Mouseman Museum in
Yucaipa, and the local history collection and community oral history files of the Yucaipa Branch
of the San Bernardino County Public Library. The Map Library of the University Library,
University of California, Riverside, was also consulted, as well as historic newspaper resources
at the Pfau Library at California State University, San Bernardino. The staff of the Yucaipa
Adobe and the San Bernardino County Museum also provided important information. In
addition, collections and data bases maintained by Earle and Associates, as well as those of the
Bureau of Land Management and the Ancestry Genealogical Database, were consulted. The
Yucaipa Valley Historical Society was particularly helpful, and several members provided
additional oral history information about the Dunlap Ranch area.
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3.0
NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION
3.1

BACKGOUND

The State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) published a
Supplement to the 2003 General Plan Guidelines on November 14, 2005, which provides
advisory guidance to cities and counties on the process for consulting with Native American
Indian tribes during the adoption or amendment of local general plans or specific plans, in
accordance to Senate Bill 18 (Chapter 905, Statutes of 2004) (OPR 2005). Senate Bill 18, signed
into law by Governor Schwarzenegger in September 2004, requires local governments (city and
county) to consult with California Native American Tribes to aid in the protection of traditional
tribal cultural places (“cultural places”) through local land use planning. SB 18 refers to Public
Resources Code §5097.9 and §5097.995 to define cultural places as:
Native American sanctified cemetery, place of worship, religious or ceremonial sites, or
sacred shrine (Public Resources Code §5097.9);
Native American historical, cultural, or sacred site, that is listed or may be eligible for
listing in the California Register of Historic Resources, including any historic or
prehistoric ruins, any burial ground, any archaeological or historic site (Public Resources
Code §5097.995).

As stated in the 2005 supplement to the OPR Guidelines, these definitions can be inclusive of a
variety of places:
Archaeological or historical sites may include places of tribal habitation and activity, in
addition to burial grounds or cemeteries. Some examples are village sites and sites with
evidence (artifacts) of economic, artistic, or other cultural activities. Religious or
ceremonial sites and sacred shrines may include places associated with creation stories or
other significant spiritual history, as well as modern day places of worship. Collection or
gathering sites are specific places where California Native Americans access certain
plants for food, medicine, clothing, ceremonial objects, basket making, and other crafts
and uses important to on-going traditions and identities; these places may qualify as
religious or ceremonial sites as well as sites that are listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historic Resources [OPR 2005:4-5].

Thus, the purpose of SB 18 is to provide California Native American tribes an opportunity to
participate in local land-use decisions at an early planning stage for the purpose of protecting, or
mitigating impacts to, cultural places. The objective of involving tribes at an early planning
stage is to allow consideration of cultural places in the context of broad local land use policy,
before individual site-specific, project-level land-use decisions are made by a local government.
SB 18 requires local governments to consult with tribes prior to making certain planning
decisions and to provide notice to tribes at certain key points in the planning process. These
consultation and notice requirements apply to adoption and amendment of both general plans
(defined in Government Code §65300 et seq.), as is the case with the City of Hemet General
Plan Update, and specific plans (defined in Government Code §65450 et seq.).
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As of March 1, 2005, local governments are mandated to send their general plan proposals to
those California Native American Tribes that are on the Native American Heritage
Commission’s (NAHC) contact list and have traditional lands located within the city or county’s
jurisdiction. As well, cities and counties must also conduct consultations with these tribes prior
to adopting or amending their general or specific plans. Developed in consultation with the
NAHC, the OPR Guidelines include advice for consulting with California Native American
Tribes for:
The preservation of, or the mitigation of impacts to, cultural places.
Procedures for identifying through the NAHC the appropriate California Native
American tribes.
Procedures for continuing to protect the confidentiality of information concerning the
specific identity, location, character, and use of cultural places.
Procedures to facilitate voluntary landowner participation to preserve and protect the
specific identity, location character, and use of cultural places (GC §65040.2(g)).

3.2

SENATE BILL 18 NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION

As part of preparing this Cultural Resources Survey Report for the City’s Specific Plan, the City
initiated Native American consultation in May 2005 with the NAHC to solicit pertinent cultural
resources information available in the Sacred Lands Files for the City’s planning area (see
Appendix A, Native American Consultation). In a reply to the City on May 20, 2005, the NAHC
stated that a records search of the Sacred Land Files identified one possible site that may be
located within the City’s current study area and recommended that the cultural resources
consultant (Æ) contact Mr. Britt Wilson, Cultural Resource Coordinator for the Morongo Band
of Mission Indians, for additional information regarding the site and its location. The NAHC
also recommended that the City contact six Native American individuals and/or organizations
that may have additional knowledge of cultural resources/places within the City’s study area (see
Appendix A).
Æ contacted Mr. Wilson by phone on June 29, 2005, to gather more information about the
prehistoric site identified by the NAHC. This site, known as the Serrano Indian village site of
Jukaipapit or CA-SBR-1000H, is located at the intersection of Avenue E and 10th Street, east of
Oak Glen Creek on the crest of a small, north-south trending ridge above Chicken Springs Wash
in Yucaipa Valley, outside the current Yucaipa Specific Plan study area. Chapter 2.2 contains
additional information regarding CA-SBR-1000/H.
As recommended by the NAHC, on July 11, 2005, the City sent letters of inquiry to: Mr.
Maurice Lyons, Chairperson of the Morongo Band of Mission Indians; Mr. Daren Marquez,
Chairperson of the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians; Mr. Mark Macarro, Chairperson of the
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians; Mr. Manuel Hamilton, Chairperson of the Ramona band of
Mission Indians; Ms. Goldie Walker of the Serrano Band of Indians; and Mr. Robert Salgado,
Sr., Chairperson of the Soboba Band of Mission Indians.
On July 14, 2005, the City received a written response from Mr. Britt Wilson in which he
requested that the Morongo Band of Mission Indians be sent a copy of the Cultural Resources
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Survey Report, once completed, and to be contacted if Native American human remains or
cultural materials are inadvertently discovered during Project-related construction activities. On
July 27, 2005, the City received a second written response from Mr. Joseph Hamilton, Vice
Chairman or the Ramona Band of Mission Indians, in which he requested that all archaeological
information gathered for the Project’s EIR be sent to him for their information; as well, Mr.
Hamilton requested that a Native American monitor, assigned by the Ramona Band, be present
during the construction phase of the Project. On August 22, 2005, the City received a third
written response from Ms. Charlene Ryan, Cultural Program Director of the Soboba Band of
Mission Indians, in which she requested the same data requested by the Ramona Band of
Mission Indians; Ms. Ryan also requested that a Native American Cultural Resources Monitor be
present during the construction phase of the Project. Appendix A contains all Native American
consultation correspondence.
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4.0
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
4.1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the environmental and cultural setting of the general project region to
provide a context for understanding the types, nature, and significance of the cultural resources
identified within the overall Yucaipa Specific Plan study area. The data regarding the
environmental setting was derived from the results of archaeological investigations for the
Metropolitan Water District’s Eastside Reservoir Project (ESRP) in western Riverside County
(Horne 2001), located approximately 25 miles south of the project APE. As well, information
regarding the prehistoric setting is adapted from cultural resources studies conducted for the
ESRP (Goldberg et al. 2001). The Project-specific historical cultural setting, prepared by
Michael Rodarte, was gathered from project-specific data collected from a variety of archival
sources consulted in the cities of Redlands, Yucaipa, and San Bernardino.
Because the project APE encompasses an area traditionally utilized by the Cahuilla, Serrano, and
Gabrielino Native American cultural groups, the ethnographic cultural setting discusses pertinent
aspects of these three groups. Specifically, ethnographic information regarding the Cahuilla
Indians has been summarized from a report prepared by Cultural Systems Research, Inc. for the
ESRP (Bean and Vane 2001), while information pertaining to the Serrano Indians has been
borrowed from a synthetic overview of cultural resources prepared for the Southern California
Edison Company for the Seven Oaks Dam Project in San Bernardino County (McDougall n.d.).
Finally, the ethnography of the Gabrielino Indians is borrowed from cultural resources studies
conducted as part of the Alameda Corridor Transportation Project in south-central Los Angeles
(Horne et al. 1999).
4.2

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Situated at elevations ranging from 2,000 to 2,280 feet above mean sea level, the Yucaipa
Specific Plan study area is situated along the extreme northern reaches of the San Timoteo
Badlands and south of the Crafton Hills, at the very eastern edge of Live Oak Canyon and the
southern edge of western San Bernardino County (see Figure 1). The I-10 Freeway bisects the
Project study area from southeast to northwest, with approximately 20 percent of the study area
being located on low rolling hills north of the freeway; remaining portions of the study area are
located south of the freeway on much more highly dissected mesa tops of the Badlands. Yucaipa
Creek drains the Project study area from northeast to southwest; numerous unnamed, intermittent
creeks also drain the Project study area, eventually flowing into Yucaipa Creek. For the most
part, the creeks in Yucaipa Valley, including Yucaipa Creek, Oak Glenn Creek, and Wilson
Creek, typically have a low flow, but have been known to flood; water becomes more abundant
as these creeks funnel into the Santa Ana River and toward the Prado Basin to the west.
Prehistorically, environmental variables influencing archaeological site types and locations have
not remained static over the last 11,000 years (the period of confirmed human occupation in
California).
Paleoenvironmental, paleobotanical, and geomorphological investigations
associated with the ESRP (see Spaulding 2001, Anderson 2001, and Onken 2001, respectively)
suggest that the climate, vegetation, and landscape of the inland southern California region
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changed dramatically at the end of the Pleistocene from wet and cool conditions to a drier and
warmer regime. In very general terms, the desert interior would have actually been more
productive and more attractive to prehistoric groups than the inland areas during the Early
Archaic Period. By the Middle Archaic Period, however, increased aridity in the desert would
have created resource deficiencies, and the inland areas would have become a more suitable
habitation location. Effective moisture continued to increase in the inland areas through the Late
Archaic and into the earliest part of the Saratoga Springs Period (ca. 1500 B.P.). However,
approximately 1060 B.P. marks the beginning of persistent drought conditions termed the
Medieval Warm. Higher temperatures and decreased precipitation occurred throughout the
western United States and continued until about 575 B.P. Both the desert interior and inland
areas would have been adversely affected by these conditions, although the desert would have
been more susceptible to these droughts, making the inland areas more attractive to prehistoric
peoples. 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.
As shown above, the climate within the region encompassed by the general project study area
has varied considerably since the onset of the Holocene. Southern California’s modern climate
is classified as Mediterranean, and is characterized by two seasons: a temperate, wet winter and a
moderate, dry summer. Precipitation falls primarily during October through March, with the
majority of rain occurring from December through February. During the last century, annual
precipitation in the San Bernardino Valley has varied from a low of 7.4 inches to more than 37.5
inches, with an average of 13.78 inches (Clarke 1979; Metz 1974). However, precipitation
patterns are unpredictable from one year to the next; annual average rainfall figures can be
greatly exceeded in some years resulting in disastrous floods, or can only be a small fraction of
the average in other years resulting in droughts.
Vegetation in the immediate vicinity of the Project area includes representative species of the
valley grassland community and, along the drainages between the mesa tops, oak and sycamore
woodlands; isolated patches of the Riversidian sage scrub community are also present in some
areas. Depending upon elevation and climate, various floral species from these communities are
available from early spring until winter, and the leaves, stems, seeds, fruits, roots, and tubers
from many of these plant species formed an important subsistence base for the Native American
inhabitants of the study region (Bean and Saubel 1972; Hyde and Elliot 1994). In addition to
these sources, the following biotic resource data were compiled from Bean and Vane (2001),
Bettinger (1974), Metropolitan (1991), Munz (1974), Spaulding (1997), and Wagner (1998).
Important plant species in the valley grassland community, prior to historical development of the
area, may have included rye grass (Leymus condensatus), blue grass (Poa secunda), bent grass
(Agrostis spp.), needlegrass (Stipa spp.), and three-awn (Aristida divaricata) (nomenclature
follows Hickman [1993]). At present, the valley grassland community is dominated by exotic
species such as filaree (Erodium cicutarium), tansy mustard (Descurainia pinnata), tumble
mustard (Sisymbrium altissimus), foxtail fescue (Vulpia myuros), barleys (Hordeum spp.), wild
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oats (Avena spp.), rye grass (Lolium spp.), cheat or brome grass (Bromus spp.), vinegar weed
(Trichostema lanceolatum), and dove weed (Eremocarpus setigerus).
Fauna likely to occur in the native valley grassland community consist of herbivorous and
granivorous species tolerant of sparse vegetation cover and burrowing species that require
relatively deep, friable soils. Valley grassland communities are preferred by the black-tailed
jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), pocket gophers (Thomomys sp.), and kangaroo rats (Dipodomys
spp.). Other common species such as the Audubon cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii) make
extensive use of valley grasslands, but prefer valley edge areas where vegetative cover is more
easily accessible. The Beechey ground squirrel (Spermopophilus beecheyi) also prefers the
valley edge, as well as any rocky outcrops and knolls on the valley floor. These last two species
currently appear to exist in super-abundance as the result of modern human activity, which has
increased suitable protective cover and den or burrow sites (e.g., abandoned irrigation pipes, road
cuts, under buildings, etc.).
Larger mammals found in the valley grassland community may have included carnivores and
omnivores preying upon the abundant rodents, particularly the ubiquitous coyote (Canis latrans)
and badger (Taxidea taxus), as well as the long-tailed weasel (Mustela frenata), striped skunk
(Mustela frenata), and gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus). Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus)
would have been encountered occasionally along the valley edges and near springs, but rarely on
the open valley floor. Pronghorn antelope (Antilocarpa americana), although uncommon in
archaeological assemblages and currently extinct within the region, would have been
encountered exclusively on the open valley floor and near springs.
Where water is more plentiful, the dominant species of the riparian plant community include
willows (Salix spp.), cottonwood (Populus fremontii), and western sycamore (Plantanus
racemosa), with an understory of mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia), nettle (Urtica gracilis),
ragweed (Ambrosia psilostachya), and smartweed (Polygonum spp.), as well as dense stands of
the same plant species present in the immediately adjacent plant communities. As stated above,
clumped stands of scrub oak (Quercus dumosa) and coastal live oak (Q. agrifolia) are also
present along the drainages between the mesa tops. In marshy or poorly drained areas along the
valley floors, species such as cattail (Typha latifolia), tule (Scirpus spp.), tule potato (Sagittaria
latifolia), and wire grass (Juncus spp.) occur with saltbush (Atriplex spp.), salt grass (Distichilis
spicata), smooth tarplant (Hemizonia pungens ssp. laevis), and pulsey (Heliotropium
curassavicum) may be found.
The Riversidian sage scrub plant community includes important perennials such as California
buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), black sage
(Salvia melifera), white sage (S. apiana), brittle-bush (Encelia farinosa), spiny redberry
(Rhamnus crocea), yellow bush penstemon (Penstemon antirrhinoides), bee plant (Scrophularia
californica), orange bush monkey flower (Mimulus longiflorus), mesa prickly-pear (Opuntia
littoralis), and valley cholla (O. parryi). Additionally, isolated stands of Our Lord’s Candle
(Yucca whipplei) may also be present.
Fauna common to the Riversidian sage scrub community consist of species with greater browse
and cover requirements and include fewer numbers of granivorous and fossorial (burrowing)
mammals owing to the shallow and rocky soils. Among the faunal taxa common in the
Riversidian sage scrub community, the black-tailed jackrabbit are common in the more open
aspects of sage scrub community, but less common than in the grassland community of the
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valley floor. Audubon cottontails are probably more common in the sage scrub than in valley
grasslands, particularly at the interface between the two habitat types. Brush rabbits (Sylvilagus
bachmani) are uncommon, but may be found occasionally in the denser aspects of sage scrub
community. Wood rats (Neotoma sp.) are also common in the sage scrub community around
rock outcrops and along drainages, but are virtually absent from the valley grassland community.
In addition, pocket gophers are also common, but considerably less so than in the valley
grasslands. The Pacific kangaroo rat (Dipodomys agilis) occupies the sage scrub community,
whereas Stephen’s kangaroo rat (D. stephensi) and San Bernardino kangaroo rat (D. merriami
parvus) occupy the valley grasslands and probably occurred in greater numbers than the Pacific
kangaroo rat in prehistoric times. Larger mammals found in the sage scrub community include
mule deer, coyote, bobcat (Lynx rufus), weasel, and striped skunk.
Other species found in several of the plant communities mentioned above include elderberry
(Sambucus mexicana), goosefoot (Chenopodium spp.), blue dicks (Dichelostemma capitatum),
Parry’s larkspur (Dephinium parryi), chia (Salvia columbariae), coastal paintbrush (Castilleja
affinis), common lomatium (Lomatium utriculatum), finger-leaved morning glory (Calystegia
macrostegia), wild onion (Allium spp.), night shade (Solanum xanti), miniature lupine (Lupinus
bicolor), silver buckwheat (Eriogonum elongatum), wild celery (Apiastrum angustifolium),
legumes (Fabaceae), golden yarrow (Eriophyllum confertiflorum), Mariposa lily (Calochortus
spp.), and amaranth (Amaranthus blitoides).
Faunal species characteristic of the overall study area, particularly the shrub-dominated
vegetation communities, include such avifauna as California quail (Callipepla californica),
western scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens), common raven (Corvus corax), bushtit
(Psaltriparus minimus), wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), California thrasher (Toxostoma redivivum),
California towhee (Pipilo crissalis), Bell’s sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli), and California
gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica). Greater roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus) is
found both in the valley grassland and sage scrub communities. Common raptors include Great
Horned owl (Bubo virginianus), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), 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), granite spiny lizard (S. orcutti), coastal rosy boa (Lichanura trivirgata rosafusca),
red racer (Masticophis flagellum), striped racer (M. lateralis), gopher snake (Pituophis
melanoleucus), California kingsnake (Lampropeltis getulus), southern Pacific rattlesnake
(Crotalus viridis), and northern red-diamond rattlesnake (C. ruber ruber). In and adjacent to
wetland areas, the Pacific tree frog (Hyla regilla), and the western toad (Bufo boreas) can be
found; the southwestern pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata) may also have occurred
prehistorically.
Currently, much of the Project area owned by the Robinson family is used as range land for very
curious long-horned cattle and a few friendly donkeys. Other Project areas, south of the I-10
Freeway, including those owned by the Palmer family, are also undeveloped open pasture land.
Closer to the freeway, both to the north and south of the freeway, is a mixture of commercial and
residential buildings with commercial buildings located next to the freeway.
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5.0
CULTURAL SETTING
5.1

PREHISTORY

The prehistory of inland southern California has been less thoroughly understood than that of the
adjacent desert and coastal regions. Prior to the ESRP studies, no comprehensive synthesis had
been developed specifically for the interior valley and mountain localities of cismontane
southern California that include the Yucaipa Specific Plan study area. In the absence of absolute
chronological indicators for most inland sites, researchers have generally employed typological
cross-dating of artifact types from either coastal or desert sequences, often as the sole means for
assigning age to archaeological sites within the interior valleys. However, two large reservoir
projects, first the Perris Reservoir Project in the early 1970s (O’Connell et al. 1974), and most
recently, the ESRP, which was completed between 1989 and 2001 (Goldberg et al. 2001),
generated large data sets that have built upon one another to provide a basis for resolving some
of these regional discrepancies. Thus, the following discussion of the prehistoric cultural setting
for the Lake Perris study region is drawn from the cultural sequence developed for the ESRP
study area, which has been modified from the Perris Reservoir findings 30years ago. This
chronology was based first on artifact cross-dating and geomorphological interpretations, and
then refined with radiocarbon and obsidian hydration dates (Onken and Horne 2001; Robinson
1998, 2001). The resultant chronology draws heavily on a cultural sequence defined by Warren
(1984) that is based largely on archaeological work conducted in the Colorado and Mojave
deserts. The temporal periods include the Paleoindian Period (ca. 12,000–9500 Before Present
[B.P.]), Early Archaic Period (ca. 9500–7000 B.P.), Middle Archaic Period (ca. 7000–4000
B.P.), Late Archaic Period (ca. 4000–1500 B.P.), Saratoga Springs Period (ca. 1500–750 B.P.),
Late Prehistoric Period (ca. 750–410 B.P.), and the Protohistoric Period (ca. 410–180 B.P.). As
most of the prehistoric archaeology in the Yucaipa Specific Plan study area dates from
approximately 7000 B.P., the following discussion will begin with the Middle Archaic Period.
5.1.1 Middle Archaic Period (ca. 7000–4000 B.P.)
The Middle Archaic saw a reversal of the weather patterns which had prevailed throughout much
of cismontane southern California for several millennia. By about 6000 B.P., local
environmental conditions ameliorated while conditions in the deserts deteriorated, reaching
maximum aridity of the postglacial period (Antevs 1952; Hall 1985; Haynes 1967; Mehringer
and Warren 1976; Spaulding 1991, 1995). Spaulding (2001) proposes that a westerly air flow
pattern returned to southern California, while the monsoonal weather patterns in the deserts
retreated. As a result, the inland areas may have seen increased effective moisture, while the
interior deserts, no longer receiving moist monsoonal flow and now in the rainshadow of the
Transverse and Pennisular Ranges, became quite arid. This suggests that cismontane southern
California, including the Lake Mathews study region, may have been a relatively more
hospitable environment than the interior deserts during the middle Holocene.
Due to both the amelioration of the local environmental conditions and the deterioration of the
conditions in the interior deserts, it was postulated that the inland areas of cismontane southern
California would see an increase in prehistoric use and occupation after about 6000 B.P. as
compared to the earlier periods (Goldberg et al. 2001). This hypothesis appears to have been
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validated by the ESRP studies, where at least 19 archaeological localities were dated to the
Middle Archaic. These Middle Archaic components include several intensively used residential
bases and/or temporary camps containing abundant cultural debris including temporally
diagnostic artifacts (Pinto and Silver Lake projectile points, crescents), at least nine complex
lithic scatters which appear to have functioned as resource extraction and processing sites, and
one human burial covered with large rocks and ground stone artifacts. In addition, evidence of
ephemeral Middle Archaic use is present at several sites in the form of isolated radiocarbondated features and/or sparse scatters of obsidian debitage dated by obsidian hydration methods.
The more intensively used residential locations occur along alluvial fan margins, while less
intensively used areas tend to be situated on arroyo bottoms or upland benches (Goldberg et al.
2001).
In coastal southern California, the early traditions gave way to what Warren refers to as the
“Encinitas Tradition” by about 7000 to 8000 B.P.; Wallace’s “Period II: Food Collecting” also
would be subsumed under this tradition. Inland San Diego County sites dating to this period
have been assigned to the “La Jolla/Pauma Complex” by True (1958). This interval has been
described frequently as the “Milling Stone Horizon” because of the preponderance of milling
tools in the archaeological assemblages of sites dated to this era (Basgall and True 1985; Kowta
1969; Wallace 1955).
In the coastal and inland regions of southern California, this period of cultural development is
marked by the technological advancements of seed grinding for flour and possibly the first use of
marine resources, such as shellfish and marine mammals. The artifact inventory of this period is
similar to that of the previous period and includes crude hammerstones, scraper planes, choppers,
large drills, crescents, and large flake tools. This assemblage also includes large leaf-shaped
projectile points and knives; manos and milling stones used for hard-seed grinding; and likely
nonutilitarian artifacts, such as beads, pendants, charmstones, discoidals, spherical stones, and
cogged stones (Kowta 1969; True 1958; Warren et al. 1961).
Although sites assigned to this stage of cultural development are similar in many respects, their
content, structure, and age can vary. This variability is largely due to geographical differences
between the coast and interior; the primary difference between the archaeological assemblages of
coastal and inland sites appears to be related to subsistence. Coastal occupants gathered fish and
plant resources, while hunting was generally less important (projectile points are rare). The
inland occupants primarily collected hard seeds and hunted small mammals; therefore, projectile
points are more common in inland assemblages. King (1967:66–67) suggests that the coastal
sites probably represent more permanent occupations than are found in the interior, since coastal
inhabitants were sustained by more reliable and abundant food resources. A more mobile
subsistence round was likely necessary for inland inhabitants. It is possible, too, that inland and
coastal sites of this period represent seasonal movement by the same groups of people.
These inconsistencies in content, structure, and age of sites assignable to the “Milling Stone
Horizon” have 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 peoples who deposited these artifacts. However, decades of research have
documented significant variability in subsistence emphasis, mortuary practices, and
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nonutilitarian artifacts (e.g., cogged stones, discoidals, beads), notwithstanding great similarities
in one element of the tool kit—the milling stone and the mano.
In the desert regions of southern California, the “Pinto Period” succeeded the “Lake Mojave
Period,” beginning at approximately 7000 B.P. and lasting to 4000 or 3500 B.P. Relatively
recent paleoecological and paleohydrological evidence suggests maximum aridity in the desert
regions between ca. 7000 and 5000 B.P., with amelioration beginning at approximately 5500
B.P. and continuing through 4000 B.P. (Spaulding 1991, 1995). As an adaptive response to
these changing climatic conditions, the Pinto Period is characterized by necessary shifts in
prehistoric subsistence practices and adaptations, with greater emphasis placed on the
exploitation of plants and small animals than the preceding Lake Mojave Period, as well as a
continued focus on artiodactyls (Warren 1980, 1984).
The distinctive characteristics of the “Pinto Basin Complex” as defined by Campbell and
Campbell (1935) are projectile points of the Pinto series, described by Amsden (1935) as weakly
shouldered, indented-base projectile points that are coarse in manufacture as well as form. Other
diagnostic artifact types of this period include: large and small leaf-shaped bifaces; domed and
heavy-keeled scrapers; numerous core/cobble tools; large blocky metates evincing minimal wear
and small, thin, extensively used milling slabs; and shaped and unshaped manos. Throughout
most of the California desert region, sites containing elements of the Pinto Basin Complex (e.g.,
those in the Pinto Basin, Tiefort Basin, Salt Springs, and Death Valley) are small and usually
limited to surface deposits suggestive of temporary and perhaps seasonal occupation by small
groups of people (Warren 1984:413).
Interestingly, one site discovered during the ESRP studies evinces purely Lake Mojave and Pinto
period materials. This site, CA-RIV-5045, also known as the Diamond Valley Pinto Site, is very
unique in that Pinto and Lake Mojave materials are found within well-stratified, radiometrically
defined cultural deposits. In addition to the numerous dart projectile points recovered indicative
of the Pinto period (i.e., Pinto-series and Silver Lake-series), these deposits contain abundant and
diverse faunal assemblages, an extensive array of flaked stone tools and ground stone
implements, as well as intact cultural features ascribable to specific periods of occupation.
Radiometric data, feature types, and artifact/ecofact assemblage characteristics indicate that CARIV-5045 was occupied most intensively between 6200–5600 B.P., and functioned as a wintertime residential base during this period (McDougall 2001).
As was noted earlier, it was posited that cismontane southern California would see an increase in
human activity after about 6000 B.P. in response to changing environmental conditions. At this
time, local environmental conditions ameliorated and conditions in the interior deserts reached
the maximum aridity of the postglacial period. The number of sites dating to the Middle Archaic
documented at the ESRP certainly increased during this period, and it is plausible that the
apparent increase in human use and occupation of the ESRP study area during the Middle
Archaic is related to both the amelioration of the local environment and the deterioration of the
desert interior (Goldberg et al. 2001).
The distribution of sites and variety of site types (i.e., residential bases, temporary camps, and a
variety of ephemeral resource extraction and processing sites) dating to the Middle Archaic at the
ESRP suggest that overall use of the study area likely conformed to a rest-rotation collecting
strategy involving relatively brief intervals of sedentism during the midwinter ebb of yearly
productivity, followed by warm-season residential movements through a series of resource
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procurement camps in a seasonal round (Goldberg and Horne 2001). A key feature of restrotation collecting is a reliance on stored foods during the interval of winter sedentism. Logistic
mobility, or the collection and transport of critical resources to the home residential base, also
played an important role in resource procurement, especially during the interval of seasonal
sedentism and consumption of stored foods. Another key feature of this strategy is the regular
rotation of settlements on a yearly or multi-yearly basis to new areas to avoid the declining rates
of return associated with continuous exploitation of the same areas.
It is of interest that although the indices used to measure residential mobility for the Early and
Middle Archaic components documented at the ESRP study area indicate that these early
components evince a more mobile land-use strategy than later periods, and that the Middle
Archaic strategy registers more mobile than the Early Archaic strategy, most data convincingly
show that neither of these early periods can be characterized as fully mobile. The fragmentation
of bottom grinding stones (i.e., metates, milling slabs), ranging between 80 and 100 percent for
nearly all ESRP components throughout prehistory, clearly indicates that occupations were fairly
sedentary or that sites were consistently reused, with ground stone being cached and reused until
it was no longer functional (Klink 2001a). In addition, the occurrence of artifact and toolstone
caches at several Middle Archaic sites suggests that site reuse was anticipated (Horne 2001).
While most chronometric data from the ESRP Middle Archaic components are too gross to
confirm whether intensified use of the ESRP study area began after the posited ca. 6000 B.P.
termination of the postglacial thermal maximum, some reliable radiocarbon assays support that
proposition. Dates from three separate residential components, CA-RIV-4628/H Locus A, CARIV-4629/H Locus B, and CA-RIV-5045 Locus B, all postdate 6000 B.P. when tree-ring
calibrations are taken into account. No reliable radiocarbon samples date Middle Archaic
occupation to the postglacial thermal maximum in the ESRP study area (Goldberg 2001:570).
5.1.2 Late Archaic Period (ca. 4000–1500 B.P.)
The Late Archaic Period was one of cultural intensification in southern California. The
beginning of the Late Archaic coincides with the Little Pluvial, a period of increased moisture in
the region. Effective moisture continued to increase in the desert interior by approximately 3600
B.P., and lasted throughout most of the Lake Archaic. This ameliorated climate allowed for
more extensive occupation of the region. By approximately 2100 B.P., however, drying and
warming increased, perhaps causing subsistence resource intensification.
Late Archaic site types documented within the ESRP study area include residential bases with
large diverse artifact assemblages, abundant faunal remains, and cultural features, as well as
temporary camps and task-specific activity areas. In general, sites showing evidence of the most
intensive use tend to be on range-front benches adjacent to permanent water sources such as
perennial springs or larger streams, while less intensively used locales occur either on upland
benches or on the margins of active alluvial fans (Goldberg 2001).
Evidence from the ESRP also suggests increased sedentism during this period, with a change
from a mobile hunting and gathering strategy to a semi-sedentary land-use and collection
strategy. The profusion of features, and especially refuse deposits in Late Archaic components,
suggests that seasonal encampments saw longer use and more frequent reuse than during the
latter part of the Middle Archaic, with increasing moisture improving the conditions of southern
California after ca. 3100 B.P. (Horne 2001). Drying and warming after ca. 2100 B.P. likely
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exacted a toll on expanding populations, influencing changes in resource procurement strategies,
promoting economic diversification and resource intensification, and perhaps resulting in a
permanent shift towards greater sedentism (Goldberg 2001).
Technologically, the artifact assemblage of this period was similar to that of the preceding
Middle Archaic; new tools were added either as innovations or as “borrowed” cultural items.
Diagnostic projectile points of this period are still fairly large (dart point size), but also include
more refined notched (Elko), concave base (Humboldt), and small stemmed (Gypsum) forms
(Warren 1984). Late in the period, Rose Spring arrow points appeared in the archaeological
record in the eastern deserts, reflecting the spread of the bow and arrow technology from the
Great Basin and the Colorado River region. However, this projectile point type was not found at
the ESRP study area, and there is no evidence suggesting that the bow and arrow had come into
use at this time in the inland regions of southern California.
The subsistence base during this period broadened. The technological advancement of the
mortar and pestle may indicate the use of acorns, an important storable subsistence resource.
Hunting presumably also gained in importance. An abundance of broad leaf-shaped blades, and
heavy, often stemmed or notched, projectile points have been found in association with large
numbers of terrestrial and, closer to the coast, aquatic mammal bones. Other characteristic
features of this period include the appearance of bone and antler implements and the occasional
use of asphaltum and steatite. Most chronological sequences for southern California recognize
the introduction of the bow and arrow by 1500 B.P., marked by the appearance of small arrow
points and arrow shaft straighteners.
Some archaeologists have suggested that the changes in the coastal artifact assemblages dating to
this period were the result of an influx or incursion of “Shoshonean” people from interior desert
areas to the coastal regions (Rogers 1929; Wallace 1978). However, there is virtually no
agreement among researchers as to the timing of the initial Shoshonean incursion into the study
region. Estimates generally range from 1,000 to more than 6,000 years ago, and few researchers
acknowledge or question the assumption that Shoshoneans arrived in this portion of southern
California and replaced some other cultural group (Goldberg and Arnold 1988:50–56). Other
archaeologists suggest that cultural transition from the earlier “Milling Stone Horizon” to the
succeeding “Intermediate Horizon” coastal and inland assemblages reflects progressive
economic changes (e.g., trade) rather than population replacement (King 1982; Koerper 1981;
Moratto 1984:164).
5.1.3 Saratoga Springs Period (ca. 1500–750 B.P.)
Because paleoenvironmental conditions were little changed from the preceding period, cultural
trends in the early portion of the Saratoga Springs Period were, in large part, a continuation of
the developments begun during the end of the Late Archaic Period. However, the Medieval
Warm, a period of even more persistent drought, began by 1060 B.P., and conditions became
significantly warmer and drier. These climatic changes were experienced throughout the western
United States (Jones et al. 1999), although the inland areas of cismontane southern California
may have been less affected than the desert interior. The Medieval Warm continued through the
first 200 years of the Late Prehistoric Period until approximately 550 B.P. (Spaulding 2001).
Firm evidence of Saratoga Springs Period occupation was documented at several sites within the
ESRP study area by the presence of Saratoga Springs projectile points, a large triangular form
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associated with use of the bow and arrow which began to appear in the ESRP study area at this
time; however, most of these sites do not contain evidence of sustained site use during this
period. The focal shift of prehistoric activity from alluvial fan margins to mountain-front
benches adjacent to permanent water sources, which was initiated during the Late Archaic, is
also evidenced in the Saratoga Springs site locations (Goldberg 2001). Within the ESRP study
area, the Saratoga Springs Period is seemingly marked by a reduction in the number of refuse
deposits and, to a slightly lesser extent, hearths. Interestingly, when accounting for sample size,
the frequency of artifact and toolstone caches was more than doubled during the Saratoga
Springs Period from the preceding Late Archaic, while the frequency of human remains reached
the highest point of any time in the archaeological record. Midden-altered sediments also appear
for the first time during this period (Horne 2001).
During the ESRP studies, it was anticipated that intensive use of the inland areas of cismontane
southern California during the Medieval Warm may have been curtailed altogether owing to
inhospitable climate and concomitant decline in water and food resources. However, while landuse and procurement strategies experienced profound changes at this time, the response to
deteriorating conditions was not abandonment of the inland areas, but rather intensification.
Apparently, climatic conditions of warming and drying that may have begun ca. 2100 B.P.,
toward the end of the Late Archaic, had already triggered an intensification process that
established productive strategies for dealing with resource stress. With the onset of the Medieval
Warm, those strategies were further refined and intensified (Goldberg 2001).
Not only did the data indicate that the ESRP study area was used on at least a semi-permanent
basis during the Medieval Warm Interval, but that residential bases show evidence (e.g., refuse
deposits, midden development) that activities intensified at those settlements. People were also
intentionally caching toolstone and ground stone tools, suggesting that they anticipated returning
to the same locations. Characteristics of the ESRP ground stone assemblages from the Medieval
Warm demonstrate that plant foods were more important than in any other period; plant
processing intensified and acorns apparently became an important staple (Klink 2001a). The
faunal assemblages also show that resource stress was accommodated with similar strategies by
intensifying the use of lagomorphs and by further expanding diet breadth, adding animals (i.e.,
medium-sized carnivores) to the diet that were rarely consumed during other periods (McKim
2001). The most abundant evidence of trade also occurs in the Medieval Warm components
identified at the ESRP, suggesting that this was another mechanism for dealing with resource
stress (Goldberg 2001).
Lake Cahuilla is believed to have refilled the Coachella Valley around 1450 B.P., and was the
focus of cultural activities such as exploitation of fish, waterfowl, and wetland resources during
this period. Desert people, speaking Shoshonean languages, may have moved into southern
California at this time; the so-called “Shoshonean Intrusion.” Brown and Buff Ware pottery first
appeared on the lower Colorado River at about 1200 B.P., and started to diffuse across the
California deserts by about 1100 B.P. (Moratto 1984:425). Associated with the diffusion of this
pottery were Desert Side-notched and Cottonwood Triangular arrow projectile points dating to
about 800 to 850 B.P., suggesting a continued spread of Hakataya influences.
However, about 1060 B.P., environmental conditions became notably warmer and drier. This
period of intense drought, the Medieval Warm, extended throughout the Southwest, and led to
the withdrawal of Native American populations from marginal desert areas to more reliable,
drought-resistant water sources such as the Colorado River and Lake Cahuilla, the episodic
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presence of which was not climatically controlled but dependent upon natural discharges from
the Colorado River, and which experienced two, if not three, high stands during the Medieval
Warm Interval (Waters 1983).
Along the southern California coastal regions, reliance on the bow and arrow for hunting, along
with the use of bedrock mortars and milling slicks, marks the beginning of the tradition denoted
as the “Late Prehistoric Horizon” by Wallace (1955) and the “Shoshonean Tradition” by Warren
(1968), dating from about 1500 B.P. to the time of Spanish settlement (approximately A.D.
1769). Diagnostic artifacts include small triangular projectile points, mortars and pestles,
perforated stones, and numerous and varied bone tools, as well as bone and shell ornamentation.
5.1.4 Late Prehistoric Period (ca. 750–410 B.P.)
The Medieval Warm extended into the Late Prehistoric Period, ending about 550 B.P. The
cultural trends and patterns of land use which characterized the Medieval Warm Interval,
including that portion that extends into the earlier part of the Late Prehistoric Period, were
discussed above. At the end of the Medieval Warm, however, and lasting throughout the ensuing
Protohistoric Period (410–150 B.P.), a period of 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 (Spaulding 2001).
Also during this period, Lake Cahuilla began to recede (Waters 1983), and the large Patayan
populations occupying its shores began moving eastward to the Colorado River basin or
westward into areas such as Anza Borrego, Coyote Canyon, the Upper Coachella Valley, the
Little San Bernardino Mountains, and the San Jacinto Plain (Wilke 1976:172–183). The final
desiccation of Lake Cahuilla, which had occurred by approximately 370 B.P. (A.D. 1580),
resulted in a population shift away from the lakebed into the Peninsular Ranges and inland
valleys to the west, and the Colorado River regions to the east.
With the return of more mesic conditions after approximately 550 B.P., resulting in less resource
stress, the ESRP studies show that people returned to a less intensive, semi-sedentary land-use
strategy similar to that identified for the Late Archaic Period. Within the ESRP study area,
evidence of intensive occupation dating to the Late Prehistoric Period occurs on elevated
bedrock benches near active springs that overlook the valley floor (Goldberg 2001).
By segregating those components dating to the Medieval Warm Interval from other Late
Prehistoric components, the differences between land-use strategies for these periods can be
demonstrated. The ESRP studies show that after the Medieval Warm Interval there was a quite
unexpected reduction in the number and frequency of refuse deposits, as well as fire-altered rock
weight and midden development. The number and frequency of artifact and toolstone caches
were also reduced, while hearth features were slightly more common. Rock art also first
appeared in association with Late Prehistoric components, which post-date the Medieval Warm
Interval. The decrease in the number of artifact and toolstone caches and the first appearance of
rock art during this period suggests that residential sites may have been occupied year-round
(Horne 2001).
Mortars and pestles and other grinding tools also declined in importance after the Medieval
Warm in the ESRP site components, suggesting that the intensive procurement and processing of
acorns and other plant foods was no longer as critical. This pattern is further supported by a
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decline in the effort expended in shaping grinding tools (Klink 2001a). A reduction in emphasis
on plant foods, and especially acorns, which require intensive preparation, likely accounts for the
reduction in refuse deposits, fire-altered rock weights, and midden development at the end of the
Late Prehistoric. It is possible that the portable milling toolkit was supplemented substantially
by bedrock milling features; however, bedrock features cannot be dated, and so cannot be
assigned to any particular time period(s). Percentages of projectile points also increased
somewhat after the Medieval Warm. Cottonwood Triangular points began to appear in inland
assemblages at this time, and Obsidian Butte obsidian became much more common, suggesting
increased focus on large mammals, but the lower ratio of late-stage bifaces indicates that hunting
methods returned to random-encounter strategies, rather than the logistical forays of the
preceding period (Klink 2001b). Finally, the percentage of nonutilitarian artifacts declined
considerably, suggesting that trade was no longer critical for assuring food supplies (Klink
2001c).
5.1.5 Protohistoric Period (ca. 410–180 B.P.)
The ameliorated, productive conditions of the Little Ice Age continued throughout the
Protohistoric Period. Generally speaking, sedentism intensified during the Protohistoric Period
with small, but apparently fully sedentary villages forming. Increased hunting efficiency,
through use of the bow and arrow, and widespread exploitation of acorns and other hard nuts and
berries, indicated by the abundance of mortars and pestles, provided reliable and storable food
resources. This, in turn, promoted greater sedentism. Related to this increase in resource
utilization and sedentism are sites with deeper middens, suggesting central-based wandering or
permanent habitation. These would have been the villages, or rancherias, noted by the early
nonnative explorers (True 1966, 1970).
Within the ESRP study region, the most striking change in material cultural in this period was
the local manufacture of ceramic vessels and ceramic smoking pipes. Although pottery was
known in the Colorado Desert as long ago as 800 B.P., ceramic technology in the Project region
appears to date to around 350 B.P. Also during this interval, abundant amounts of obsidian were
imported into the region from the Obsidian Butte source, located in the southeastern corner of the
Salton Basin and exposed by the desiccation of Lake Cahuilla. In addition, Cottonwood
Triangular points were supplemented by Desert Side-notched points during this period.
Generally speaking, this period is typified by a variety of grinding implements, small triangular
projectile points with concave bases, stone pendants, Olivella shell beads, quartz crystals, bone
tools, and ornaments, ceramic vessels and pipes, red and black pictographs, glass beads, and
steatite arrow straighteners. Late in this period, some European trade goods (i.e., glass trade
beads) were added to the previous cultural assemblages (Meighan 1954).
Within the ESRP study area, the Protohistoric archaeological sites suggest that a fully sedentary
land-use strategy was adopted during this period. Given the spatial coincidence of the
Protohistoric villages with residential sites of the Late Prehistoric Period, this sedentism appears
to have been a further intensification of patterns established in the earlier period. At that time,
resource stress did not appear to have been an issue; resource niche widths were expanded, and
intensive resource processing that had been required during the Medieval Warm Interval
appeared not to have been necessary. However, even though the climatic conditions of the Little
Ice Age afforded a very productive environment during both the Late Prehistoric and
Protohistoric periods, land-use strategies intensified during the later period. The use of plant
food increased, as did the intensity of the processing effort. The Protohistoric Period exhibited
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the highest ranks for fire-altered rock and midden development, as well as rock ring foundations
for brush dwellings, storage facilities, and ceremonial areas with rock art and rock enclosures;
overall, there was a florescence of feature types and numbers at this time (Horne 2001). The
faunal data for this period indicate a decrease in faunal diversity, and signify a reduction in diet
breadth as well as greater intensification (McKim 2001).
The intensification in land use during the Protohistoric Period seen in the ESRP assemblages
mirrors changes that occurred at the end of the Late Archaic, when it is hypothesized that the
collecting strategy evolved from rest-rotation to semi-sedentary. It appears that during the
Protohistoric Period, resources were stressed again, but not by deteriorating productivity of the
environment, but rather, population growth probably led to competition for food, and possibly
water and fuel resources. While preceding periods of stress could have been relieved by
expansion of territory and diet breadth, increasing populations would have precluded the
opportunity for territory expansion. Therefore, it is hypothesized that the shift to a fully
sedentary strategy was brought about by population stress, which itself was initiated during the
Late Prehistoric Period when the environment was productive and populations were very
successful at exploiting that productivity (Goldberg 2001).
Along with increasing territorial circumscription would have come the inevitable fact that
residential bases were occupied longer than the inhabitants had originally anticipated; moving
the residential base may no longer have been an option. As well, trade and ceremonial
gatherings with other groups would have helped maintain social relationships and ensure food
resources. Finally, sedentism and the need to protect critical resources from competitors may
have eventually led to conflict. While there was no direct evidence of physical conflict at any of
the ESRP sites, the locations of villages on elevated bedrock surfaces overlooking the valley may
have been designed to afford views of intruders, and an increase in projectile points during this
period may reflect a need for defensive weapons (Goldberg et al. 2001).
5.2

ETHNOGRAPHIC CULTURAL SETTING

Archival and published reports suggest that the Project study area is situated along the fringes of
territories traditionally assigned to the Cahuilla, Serrano, and Gabrielino Native American
cultural groups. The Cahuilla, Serrano, and Gabrielino belonged to cultural nationalities
speaking languages belonging to the Takic branch of the Shoshonean family, a part of the larger
Uto-Aztecan language stock. A brief review of the ethnography of these three groups is
provided below.
5.2.1 Cahuilla
Ethnographically, Cahuilla territory spanned from the summit of the San Bernardino Mountains
in the north to Borrego Springs and the Chocolate Mountains in the south, a portion of the
Colorado Desert west of Orocopia Mountain to the east, and the San Jacinto Plain near Riverside
and the eastern slopes of Palomar Mountain to the west (Bean 1978). Based on this description,
the project study area appears to be located within the northwestern border of Cahuilla territory.
Indeed, Strong (1929:150) states that several clans of the Mountain Cahuilla, under the
leadership of Juan Antonio moved from their mountain homes first to pulatana in the vicinity of
Riverside, then called Jurupa. Later their village was moved to a village known as sahatapa in
the San Timoteo Canyon area near El Casco, immediately south of the project vicinity.
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Prior to the Mission Period (i.e., prior to 1769), the Cahuilla had nonpolitical, nonterritorial
patrimoieties that governed marriage patterns as well as patrilineal clans and lineages. The
Cahuilla had political-ritual-corporate units (clans) composed of three to 10 lineages, distinctly
different, named, claiming a common genitor, with one lineage recognized as the founding
lineage (Bean 1978:580; Bean and Vane 2001:V.A-2). Clans owned a large territory in which
each lineage owned a village site and specific resource areas. Clan lineages cooperated in large
communal subsistence activities (e.g., animal drives and hunts, controlled burning) and in
performing rituals.
The Cahuilla were, for the most part, hunting, collecting, and harvesting peoples. Their
subsistence patterns can be attributed mostly to their environments. Clans were apt to own land
in valley, foothill, and mountain areas, providing them with the resources of many different
ecological niches. Individual lineages or families owned specific resource areas within the clan
territory. Although any given village had access to less than the full panoply of necessary
resources, briskly flourishing systems of trade and exchange gave them access to the resources of
their neighboring villages and of distant peoples. Rules that forbade marriage to anyone related
within five generations or belonging to the same moiety ensured that everyone had relatives
living in many ecozones; an important arrangement because relatives were invited to ceremonies.
The ceremonial exchange of gifts between hosts and guests under the direction of the chiefs and
shamans at such events provided a way for drought-stricken groups to get food in exchange for
treasure goods. Thus, oscillations in the subsistence goods supply were offset by “banking”
human effort in the production of treasure goods.
As in most of California, acorns were a major staple, but the roots, leaves, seeds, and fruit of
many other plants also were used. Fish, birds, insects, and large and small mammals were
available. Mountain sheep (Ovis canadensis), deer, and pronghorn were some of the large
mammals hunted. Now extinct in this part of California, pronghorn were once numerous in the
area (Harrington n.d.). The San Jacinto Valley, south and southeast of the Project area, was on
the Pacific Flyway; hence, ducks, geese, and other migratory birds would land on the small lakes
and could be caught. Mountain lion, black bear, grizzly bear, deer, and wild boar were hunted
there in historical times (Quimby 1975:37).
To gather these food resources and to prepare them for eating, the Cahuilla had an extensive
inventory of equipment. The throwing stick and bow and arrow were the most important hunting
tools for killing game, but snares, traps, slings, decoys, disguises, and hunting blinds also were
part of the hunting technology. Many villages had access to creeks and rivers, and nets, traps,
spears, hooks and lines, and poisons were used to catch fish. The Cahuilla also had access to
ancient Lake Cahuilla, until its last dessication about 400–450 years ago, and during subsequent
brief stands during the mid-1800s. Gathering required few tools: poles for shaking pine nuts and
acorns from the trees, cactus pickers, chia hooks, seed beaters, digging sticks and weights for
digging sticks, and pry bars. Material culture items associated with transportation were mainly
used to move food and included burden baskets, carrying nets, game bags, and saddle pads;
stretchers and cradle boards were used to carry humans.
Food was usually stored in large storage baskets. Pottery ollas and baskets treated with
asphaltum also were used to store and carry water and seeds. Wood, clay, and steatite were used
to make jars, bowls, and trays. Skin and woven grass were used to make bags. Food processing
required hammers and anvils for cracking nuts; mortars and pestles for grinding acorns and other
hard nuts and berries; manos and metates for grinding seeds and berries; winnowing shells and
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baskets; strainers; leaching baskets and bowls; knives made of stone, bone, wood, and carrizo
cane; bone saws; and racks made of wooden poles used to dry fish. Basket mortars, made by
using asphaltum to attach an open-bottomed basket to a mortar, were important for food
processing. Food was served in wooden and gourd dishes and cups and in basket bowls that
were sometimes tarred. Wood, shell, and horn were used for spoons.
Cahuilla shelters were often made of brush, although some were wattled and plastered with
adobe mud. In prehistoric times, these shelters are believed to have been dome-shaped; during
post-contact times they tended to be rectangular. The entryway into the shelter was usually
covered with hides or woven mats, and one or more holes were left open at the roof peak for
smoke to escape. Most of the Cahuilla’s domestic activities were performed outside within the
shade of large, expansive ramadas. Within each village, the chief’s house was the largest and
was usually next to the ceremonial house. Each village also had a men’s sweat house and several
granaries (Bean 1978:578; Bean and Vane 2001:VI.D-1).
5.2.2 Serrano
Historically, the project study area also appears to be located along the southern fringe of
Serrano territory. Altschul and others (1984) 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 Harrington (Bean et al. 1981) are presented below.
The Serrano 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’s 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.
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). 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. 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. 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.
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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, agave, cacti,
greens, and a mix of game provided the bulk of the food resources. 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.
Serrano technology was very similar to neighboring cultural groups, particularly the Cahuilla.
Bows and arrows were used commonly for the hunting of large game, and curved throwing
sticks, traps, snares, and deadfalls were used for obtaining smaller game and birds. Primary food
processing utensils included stone knives, stone or bone scrapers, pottery trays and bowls,
baskets, horn and bone spoons and stirrers, as well as mortars (of stone or wood), pestles, manos,
and metates. Shells, wood, bone, stone, and plant fibers were used in making a variety of
technomic and non-technomic items, including decorated blankets, rabbitskin blankets, awls,
arrow straighteners, sinew-backed bows, arrows, fire drills, stone pipes, musical instruments
(rattles of turtle or tortoise shell, deer-hoof rattles, wood rasps, bone whistles, bull-roarers,
flutes), feathered costumes, mats (for floor and wall coverings), bags and storage pouches,
cordage (usually of yucca fiber), and nets (Bean 1962, 1972; Benedict 1924; Drucker 1937;
Smith and Simpson 1964; Strong 1929).
5.2.3 Gabrielino
During the protohistoric period, most of the Los Angeles and Orange County areas were
inhabited by the Gabrielino peoples; the Project study area is located near what appears to be the
eastern boundary of Gabrielino territory. Strong (1929:150) states that the Cahuilla villages of
pulatana in the vicinity of Riverside and sahatapa in the San Timoteo Canyon had probably
originally belonged to the Gabrielino.
It is believed that the total Gabrielino territory covered more than 1,500 mi2 and included the
watersheds of the Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River, Santa Ana River, and Rio Hondo. The
Gabrielino also occupied the islands of Santa Catalina, San Clemente, and San Nicolas. Within
this large territory were more than 50 residential communities with populations that ranged from
approximately 50 to 150 individuals. Each community consisted of one or more lineages that
maintained a permanent geographic territory, which included a permanent settlement and a
variety of hunting and gathering areas as well as ritual sites. A typical Gabrielino settlement
contained a variety of structures used for religious, residential, and recreational purposes. In the
larger communities, a sacred enclosure surrounded by the houses of the chief and other members
of the elite community was generally located near the center of the community. Surrounding
these structures were the smaller homes occupied by the rest of community. Other features
common at residential sites were sweathouses, and level clearings used as playing fields and
dance grounds as well as cemeteries (McCawley 1996:32–33).
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Gabrielino territory offered a rich and diverse resource base. Subsistence items described in
ethnohistorical sources include large numbers of native grass seeds, six or more types of acorns,
pinyon pine nuts, seeds and berries from various shrubs, fresh greens and shoots, mule deer,
pronghorn, mountain sheep, rabbits and rodents, quail and waterfowl, snakes, lizards, insects,
and freshwater fish, plus a wide variety of marine fish, shellfish, and sea mammals in coastal
zones. This wealth of resources, coupled with an effective technology and a well-developed
trade and ritual system, resulted in a society that was among one of the most materially wealthy
and culturally sophisticated cultural groups in California (McCawley 1996:141). The
management of food resources by the chief was the heart of the Gabrielino economy; a portion of
each day’s hunting, fishing, or gathered food resources was given to the chief who was
responsible for managing the community’s food reserves. Each family also kept a food supply
for use in lean times.
The material culture of the Gabrielino is elaborate and in many ways comparable to that of the
Chumash. An excellent descriptive source is Blackburn’s (1963) compendium of Gabrielino
material culture, which is intended for an archaeological audience and exhaustively summarizes
Padre Geronimo Boscana’s accounts of the Juaneño farther south in the vicinity of San Juan
Capistrano, Hugo Reid’s 1852 letters to the Los Angeles Star (Blackburn 1963), and
Harrington’s early twentieth-century interviews, among a number of other sources. Shell
ornaments and beads, baskets, bone tools, flint weapons and drills, fishhooks, mortars and
pestles, wooden bowls and paddles, shell spoons, wooden war clubs, and a variety of steatite
items (cooking vessels, comals, ornaments) are among the many artifact types common in
descriptions of Gabrielino culture (Blackburn 1963). Highly developed artisanship is
particularly evident in the many technomic implements inlaid with shell (using asphaltum) and in
the steatite items from production centers on Catalina Island.
Trade was an important element of the Gabrielino economy. While the principal Gabrielinoproduced commodity—steatite vessels from centers on Catalina Island—originated well outside
the study area, trade in steatite items was conducted throughout local territory and involved
external relations with cultural groups beyond Gabrielino borders, including the Cahuilla,
Serrano, Luiseño, Chumash, and Mojave.
Additionally, Olivella shell callus beads,
manufactured on the northern Channel Islands by the Chumash and their predecessors, were
reportedly used quite frequently as a currency by the Gabrielino and other southern California
groups, particularly in situations when bartering methods were inappropriate or ineffective.
In general, the Gabrielino cultivated alliances with other groups and also maintained cult or ritual
centers (such as the village Povongna, presumed to be located in the vicinity of Long Beach)
where trade fairs, mourning ceremonies, and other sorts of social and economic interaction
linked villages of many environmental zones into exchange and social partnerships. Strong
(1929:98) indicates that there was a “loose ceremonial union” among the Cahuilla, Luiseño,
Serrano, and Gabrielino, manifested in gifts of shell money sent by all to leaders of clans in
which a death had occurred. Blackburn (1976:240) notes that ceremonialism in general provided
a context for far-ranging social interaction, especially between the Gabrielino and several
neighboring groups, and resulted in strong unity against external enemies. However, Bean and
Smith (1978:546) conclude that the Gabrielino peoples quarreled constantly among themselves
and that inter-village conflict was frequent and deadly, although rarely extended. Marriage ties
usually dictated affiliations during conflicts.
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5.2.4 Missionization and Native American Lifeways
Although the Spanish began establishing missions in California in 1769, the Native Americans
living within and around the localized study region likely had very little direct contact with the
nonnative settlers until the early to mid-1800s (Bean and Vane 2001:MS-7). The establishment
of Mission San Gabriel, the mission that would eventually have the most direct impact on the
native inhabitants of the project study area, was established in 1771 at a location near the
Whittier Narrows. Because of conflict, recruitment and conversion of the Indians remained slow
for the first few years of the mission’s existence. Sometime around 1774, Mission San Gabriel
was moved to its present location to obtain more suitable land for agriculture.
Mission San Gabriel, like other California missions, began baptizing people who lived in the
immediate vicinity of the mission; however, as time went on the Mission Fathers went farther
and farther away in search of converts. Mission life was highly regimented and contrasted
sharply with the southern California traditional Native American lifeway; as a result,
colonization had a dramatic and negative effect on Native American society, including
fugitivism. For the most part, the young, active, working adults of southern California Native
American communities were reportedly forcibly brought into Mission San Gabriel and baptized
during the 1810s.
Consequently, traditional Native American communities were left
economically devastated because significant portions of the labor force were removed. This left
fewer people to hunt and collect food; to take care of the sick, young, and elderly; to defend
territorial rights against other native groups or poachers; and to authenticate the culture’s stories
and traditions (Bean and Vane 2001:MS-7). Unfortunately, the Native Americans at the
missions did not fare much better. Although there was always a reliable source of food and
shelter, Native American life at the mission was foreign and often very cruel. Life expectancy
for the “converts” was shortened by disease and strenuous labor, and most were forced to
abandon their traditional customs, beliefs, and rituals.
Between 1832 and 1834, the Mexican government implemented a series of secularization Acts
that were theoretically designed to turn over the mission lands to the native populations;
however, most of this land was taken over by Mexican civilians. Thus, the primary result of
secularization was increased fugitivism among the Native American groups (McCawley
1996:208). The later American takeover of California brought further hardships to the local
Native American groups who eventually settled at small Indian and Mexican settlements
throughout the Los Angeles basin and neighboring inland valley locations.
5.2.5 The Proto-Historic/Pre-Reservation Period
Although the Spanish began establishing missions in California in 1769, the Native Americans
living in the localized study region likely had very little direct contact with the non-native
settlers until the turn of the century (Bean and Vane 2001:MS-7). The establishment of Mission
San Gabriel in 1771 would eventually have the most direct impact on the native inhabitants of
western Riverside County. Mission San Gabriel, like other California missions, began baptizing
people who lived in the immediate vicinity of the mission; however, as time went on the Mission
Fathers went further and further away in search of converts.
Research into the baptismal and other records of Mission San Gabriel, indicates that the native
peoples who occupied and used the general study area during the late 1700s and early 1800s
spoke the Cahuilla, Serrano, and Luiseño languages, and were reportedly forcibly brought into
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Mission San Gabriel and baptized during the 1810s. Consequently, these traditional Indian
communities were left economically devastated because significant portions of the labor force
were removed; there were fewer people to hunt and collect food, to take care of the sick, young,
and elderly, to defend territorial rights against other native groups or poachers, and to
authenticate the culture’s stories and traditions (Bean and Vane 2001:MS-7). Unfortunately, the
Indians at the missions did not fair much better. Although there was always a reliable source of
food and shelter, Indian life at the mission was foreign and often very cruel. As well, life
expectancy for the “converts” was cut short by disease and strenuous labor, and most were
forced to abandon their traditional customs, beliefs, and rituals.
Mexico established its independence from Spain in 1821, and secularization of the California
missions began towards the end of the 1820s. During the late 1820s and early 1830s, many of
the mission-established ranchos continued to prosper, employing many Indian laborers to tend
livestock. On August 17, 1833, the Mexican Congress passed the Secularization Act which
placed all mission property into the charge of civil administrators. On orders from the President
of the Republic, Governor Figueroa of California issued his decree in August, 1835 requiring the
restructuring of 10 designated missions into pueblo towns and the redistribution of mission lands
into private ownership (Elliot 1883:27).
In the resulting shuffle and land grab, the Native inhabitants of western Riverside County who
had been supported by Franciscan paternalism were not entirely cut free without cultural
protection. The former Mission Indians became the most vulnerable victim populations, and
their numbers were rapidly decimated by disease and culture shock. Many Indians surviving on
rancherias throughout the valleys 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. Large numbers of the Indians that had
worked on the missions, however, were forced to leave and fend for themselves. Some moved to
the pueblos and worked as laborers, skilled workers, or domestic servants, while others tried to
find work at the ranchos as vaqueros (cowboys) or work in the vineyards and orchards. Quite
understandably, however, many Indian “converts” joined the non-missionized Indian groups in
the inland mountain and desert regions (Bean and Vane 2001:IX.C-10). It should be noted that
the main scourge of these Native Americans was disease, more than violence or physical abuse
(Arnold et al. 1987).
By the 1840s, many of the Indian populations in southern California had experienced years of
extreme social stress and were estranged from their traditional cultural practices and peoples. It
was a time of social, economic, and cultural readjustment for them and their leaders; contagious
diseases had decimated their populations; many had lost their traditional lands and political
autonomy; and others had been enslaved (Bean and Vane 2001:MS-8). In 1848, gold was
discovered in California, and by the end of 1849 more than 40,000 people had arrived in the state
by ship alone. In addition, people came overland from eastern United States, Sonora, and
Mexico. Many of these new comers had no regard for the Indians or their concerns, and they
would displace, kill, and use the Indians to suit their own interests (Bean and Vane 2001:IX.D21). Although the major impact of this invasion was on northern California, the Indians of
southern California were also affected.
California became a member of the United States in 1850. The 1850s, therefore, was a critical
decade for Native Americans in southern California, in that they now were under the rule of a
country with very different attitudes, philosophies, and strategies regarding the development of
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land; the Americans firmly believed in Manifest Destiny and that it was morally right to change
or abolish any cultural ways that were inconsistent with those of the United States (Bean and
Vane 2001:IX.E-1).
Because of the land ownership issues and ongoing conflicts between the new settlers and the
Indians, the United States appointed three commissioners to make treaties with the various
Indian groups in California. In 1852 a treaty was signed by Cahuilla, Serrano, and Luiseño
leaders at Temecula. In this treaty, the Indian chiefs and captains acknowledged the sovereignty
of the United States, and promised to refrain from acts of hostility and aggression against its
citizens, to live at peace among and between themselves, and to conform to the laws and
regulations of the Indian Bureau. In return, the United States was to set aside for them a
considerable territory, and to furnish them with specified supplies of food, clothing, livestock,
supplies and equipment as well as to provide school teachers and skilled craftsmen to teach them
what they needed to know. Although the Indians abided by the terms of this treaty, it was never
ratified or recognized by the United States government (Bean and Vane 2001:IX.E-12-13).
More and more settlers arrived in southern California through the late 1850s, 1860s, and 1870s.
Indians who had established farms often lost them to settlers, and those who lived and worked on
the large ranchos were usually evicted. By the 1870s, Indian agents and inspectors sent by the
United States government filed report after report with recommendations as to where Indian
reservations might be put in western Riverside County. In 1875, President U. S. Grant began
setting aside reservations, although many changes would be made to his original executive orders
due to faulty surveys.
The San Manuel Indian Reservation, located in the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains,
north of the community of Highland, was established in 1891 for members of the Serrano
cultural group. The Morongo Indian Reservation, situated along Interstate 10 near Banning at
the western edge of the San Gorgonio Pass, was established in 1908 and is home to both Cahuilla
and Serrano peoples. The Cahuilla Indian Reservation, centered along Cahuilla Creek and
Cahuilla Mountain in the Santa Rosa Mountains, was established in 1875. Earlier that year, the
Temecula Indians, largely composed of Luiseño Indians, were evicted from their traditional
village at Temecula and were eventually settled in 1882 at the Pechanga Indian Reservation,
approximately five miles southeast of their original village. The Soboba Indian Reservation,
located north of the San Jacinto River at the base of the San Jacinto Mountains, was later
established in 1883; this reservation is composed largely of Cahuilla, Luiseño, and Serrano
peoples.
5.3

HISTORICAL CULTURAL SETTING

5.3.1 The Historical Period during the 1800s
The Yucaipa Valley region was occupied at the time of the Spanish conquest of California by a
Serrano-speaking Indian village and clan group called Jukaipat (Figures 3 and 4). A prehistoric
and historic rancheria site at 10th St. and Avenue E may correspond to this native Serrano
community. (This site is also known as California Historical Landmark No. 620, commonly
known as the Yucaipa Rancheria.) Serrano settlement of the area had been largely due to the
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Figure 3

Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, 1901 Redlands, California 30-Minute Quadrangle.
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Figure 4
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Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, 1954 Yucaipa, California 15-Minute Quadrangle.
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cienaga or marsh and other year-round water sources found in the valley. The Yucaipa Valley
cienaga area was occupied particularly during the winter months, with component family groups
traveling up into the San Bernardino Mountains, during the late spring, summer, and autumn to
forage and hunt. Many members of the Jukaipat clan group were recruited to Mission San
Gabriel in around 1811, a recruitment that may have involved armed force. However, some
native occupation of the Jukaipat rancheria continued after mission times, as late as the 1860s.
The same water sources that were important to the Serrano also attracted the attention of Father
Zalvidea at Mission San Gabriel as mission grazing lands in the San Bernardino Valley area
were developed during the 1810s and early 1820s. By the time of the Romero expedition to the
Colorado River in 1824, the Yucaipa Valley had been developed as a satellite rancho property of
San Gabriel Mission’s Rancho San Bernardino (Bean and Mason 1962). The expedition
followed a route toward San Gorgonio Pass and the Coachella Valley that passed through the
Yucaipa Valley rather than San Timoteo Canyon. This early route took advantage of both the
abundant water and also the good pasture in the Yucaipa Valley area.
By the end of the 1830s, with the secularization of the temporal operations and properties of
Mission San Gabriel, the component pasturelands of the San Bernardino Rancho were claimed
by Californio or immigrant stock grazers. Antonio Maria Lugo and his sons, Vicente, José del
Carmen, and José Maria, and a son-in-law, Diego Sepulveda, worked to gain control of the San
Bernardino Rancho. They managed to fend off the efforts of José Palomares of Asuza to lay
hands on the Yucaipa Rancho and other portions of the Rancho San Bernardino in the early
1840s. Lugo received a title to the Yucaipa Rancho and other elements of the Rancho San
Bernardino in 1842 from Governor Alvarado. This followed an unsuccessful effort by the Lugos
in the late 1830s to found a colony of settlers on Rancho San Bernardino lands (Beattie and
Beattie 1951:40–41). Sepulveda subsequently built an adobe dwelling on the Yucaipa Rancho in
circa 1842. At that time, the 1844 southern California population census recorded 18 people in
Sepulveda’s household (Beattie and Beattie 1951:51, 67). Cattle and sheep were grazed on the
Rancho property, and tribal members of the Mountain and Pass Cahuilla were recruited to
protect Lugo’s herds and holdings in the San Bernardino region. The stock-raiding depredations
of the Ute Indians, unemployed Mountain Men, and members of the Southern
Paiute/Chemehuevi Native American groups had become a real threat to Lugo and other
rancheros by the early 1840s. In 1843, Cahuilla chief Juan Antonio was invited by Lugo to settle
his followers at Politana, in the Colton area, to protect the San Bernardino Valley. After the
American conquest and the Gold Rush in the late 1840s, Mormons from Utah founded the town
of San Bernardino and purchased the San Bernardino Rancho from the Lugos in 1851. The
Mormons supported themselves and their land acquisition plan by developing a booming
lumbering business in the San Bernardino Mountains that provided lumber to Los Angeles and
other communities. As a result of the Mormon acquisition of the Rancho lands, Juan Antonio
and his followers were no longer needed at Politana and many returned to the Cahuilla village of
Sahatapa, in San Timoteo Canyon, south of Yucaipa (Phillips 1975:90–91).
Rancho San Bernardino was subjected to the peculiar process of ranch title confirmation
specified by Congress, and title to the Rancho was not issued by the federal courts to the Lugos
and to Sepulveda until November 24, 1865 (Bureau of Land Management n.d.). In the
meantime, the San Bernardino Mormon community that had ostensibly purchased the Rancho,
under the leadership of Amasa Lyman, abandoned the Rancho and returned to Salt Lake City in
1857. Lyman’s community had paid installments to the original grant-holders prior to its being
called back to Utah in 1857, in the aftermath of the Mountain Meadows Massacre. Mountain
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man and early southern California settler John Brown, Sr. had had been friendly with the
Mormons, and had occupied the Yucaipa Rancho property belonging to them (Lyman 1996:102–
107). He later insisted that the lands did not form part of the San Bernardino grant, but were
public property open to settlement, despite the presence of a previously-built adobe dwelling on
the land, and protested Mormon claims to them. Brown later moved his family from the
property. He is reported to have then sold 3,860 acres of ranch land, improvements, 850 head of
stock cattle, 300 yearlings, 3,050 sheep, 50 horses, seven yoke of oxen, 20 hogs, furniture,
wagons, and other items to Waters in a deed dated February 11, 1858 (Ledoux 1999:7).
In the 1850s, after the American conquest, Native settlement was still observed in the Yucaipa
area. Edward O.C. Ord noted this in 1856:
Rode via mission across the hills to Yucaipa. Found Indian crops good. Some white
settlers near and Yorba’s cattle thick on the valley near Indian village [Ord 1978, in
Christian 2002:99].

At around this time, the Cahuilla Chief Juan Antonio and the local Cahuilla and Serrano Native
American communities were caught in the middle of political conflict between Mormon and
non-Mormon settlers in the San Bernardino region (Burton 1857). Mormon Bishop Kinney
visited the Serrano community at Yucaipa on May 8, 1856, and was accused of attempting to
turn local Natives against the non-Mormon “Americans” (Phillips 1975:150).
Waters, like his old friend Brown, had been a trapper in the Rocky Mountains, and was active in
southern California in the early 1840s. Waters was married to Louisa Margetson in San
Bernardino in 1856 by Brown in his capacity as Justice of the Peace. In the following year,
Waters took over the property, and was the de facto owner in 1865, when the federal
adjudication case for the San Bernardino Rancho as a whole was finally completed. The Rancho
lands survey that accompanied the adjudication laid out and mapped “Block 79,” a six square
mile (3,840 acre) area, the Yucaipa Valley portion of the San Bernardino Rancho (La Croze
1857).
Waters’ tenure, like that of John Brown before him, principally involved stock production,
including swine, sheep, and cattle. He and other frontiersmen were mainly interested in stock
raising rather than producing grain. Demand for hides and especially wool had been spurred by
the outbreak of the Civil War. However, a severe drought in southern California in 1862–1863
caused heavy stock losses, crippling the cattle industry. Waters may have fared better than some
because of the wetlands on his Rancho property. During these years, stock raiding by Numicspeaking Native American groups also continued to threaten San Bernardino area ranches,
particularly during the spring months. Waters, however, benefited from the mining boom in
western Arizona that commenced in the summer of 1862. One of the main routes from southern
California to the western Arizona mines passed southeastward down San Timoteo Canyon, a few
miles to the south of his property. By the 1850s, travelers heading towards the Coachella Valley
typically traveled through San Timoteo Canyon rather than through Yucaipa Valley. Waters was
in a position to dispose of large quantities of beef and pork that were transported across the
desert to the Colorado River and the mining camps beyond. Waters was well known for having
run large numbers of hogs in Live Oak Canyon (Lots 1, 7, 8, 9, and 10 of Rancho Block 79) (see
Figure 4), which was still called Hog Canyon at the beginning of the twentieth century. Some of
these hogs, feeding on acorns in the canyon, were reported to have become feral and were still
found in the Canyon in the 1890s (Atchley 1976a:37). Waters also grazed dairy cattle and
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produced cheese. His nephew, Byron Waters, stated that his uncle had kept 400 hogs, 140 milk
cows, and had sheared 3,000 sheep (Fox 1954:118). He also described the ranch as having had
100 bee hives, and to have produced “tons and tons of flour” from its production of wheat.
Waters became a member of the County Board of Supervisors in 1866, serving until 1871. On
January 28, 1869, the Yucaipa Valley portion of the San Bernardino Rancho was sold by Waters
to John W. Dunlap and William Standefer, two cattlemen emigrated from Texas, for a reported
$53,000 (San Bernardino Guardian 4/3/1869:3). The holding, as adjudicated in 1865, contained
six square miles, or 3,840 acres, suggesting a selling price of approximately $14 an acre.
Information provided by a descendant suggests that the sale involved the purchase of 3,000
acres, with an option to buy 2,000 additional acres (Bowler-Muggeridge n.d.:98). While some
sources state that Dunlap had arrived at the Rancho directly from Texas, he had in fact already
spent about 15 years ranching in California. He had been an early squatter settler at El Monte
after arriving in California in 1854. After that he was at Visalia briefly, and then relocated for
some years at Lynn’s Valley (Glennville), in the Sierra foothills northeast of Bakersfield. He
and another Glennville area Texan, William Standefer, had become business partners.
When Dunlap and Standefer bought the Yucaipa property, Dunlap brought 4,000 head of cattle
from the Glennville area, and Dunlap moved his family into the Sepulveda/Waters adobe with
several of sons helping to run the ranch with him. Dunlap, like Waters, emphasized stock raising
rather than crop production, although the dry-farming of grain was carried out.
Dunlap and younger members of his family of 11 children took up residence in the Rancho
adobe used by Waters, now known as the Yucaipa Adobe (also known as California Historical
Landmark No. 528 [CA-SBR-6118H]). Several of his sons, Albert Houston Dunlap (1849–
1921) and Franklin Pierce Dunlap (1853–1928), were also involved with the ranch at this time.
Albert Houston married Standefer’s daughter in 1872, and Franklin Pierce came to the ranch in
1873. Standefer’s stake in the ranch was bought out by Dunlap in the early 1870s.
Bettie Bowler-Muggeridge, family historian of the Dunlap clan, has noted that John Dunlap died
as the result of being run over at a harness race at the San Bernardino County Fair on July 4th,
1875, passing away three days later (Bowler-Muggeridge n.d.:8-9). Other sources have placed
his death in 1879, but a contemporary San Bernardino newspaper reference confirms the 1875
date (San Bernardino Weekly Argus 1875). Dunlap had apparently planned to build a new
residence for his family closer to Oak Glen, but did not have an opportunity to do so prior to his
death (Bowler-Muggeridge n.d.:99). During the 1870s, it is reported that more than 500 acres on
the Dunlap Ranch were cultivated in grain and 100 acres in alfalfa, with the rest in hay and
pastureland. After, John Dunlap’s death, his son Franklin Pierce Dunlap and other family
members continued to operate the Ranch. The Ranch’s herd of 1,300 cattle was taken up the
Barton Trail to graze during the summer months in the upper Santa Ana River drainage in the
San Bernardino Mountains (Bowler-Muggeridge n.d.:120).
It was probably during Dunlap’s tenure at the Ranch, that the community of Serranos living in
the valley was forcibly evicted. Serrano elder Santos Manuel recalled that the Serrano there
were told to load their possessions on borrowed wagons that carried them away. This may have
been in the early 1870s (Harrington 1986:Reel 101:327, 439).
After Dunlap’s death, his wife and sons continued to operate the property. Franklin Pierce
Dunlap remained on the Ranch after his father’s death, marrying in 1880. In 1882, he built the
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Casa Blanca Mansion for his wife and children on a portion of the Ranch to the north of the
Sepulveda/Waters adobe. By this time, a dairying operation had been established on a portion of
the Dunlap holdings that included the Live Oak Canyon region later called the “Dairy Ranch.”
The dairy operation was based at a site on the north bank of Yucaipa Creek where the wagon
road running up the southeast bank of the creek cross the watercourse en route to the
Yucaipa/Dunlap Ranch headquarters a half mile to the north (Figure 5). Both the Ranch
headquarters and the dairy site were depicted in drawings in an 1883 history of San Bernardino
County (Elliott 1883:65) (Figure 6). At that time, the dairy was being rented out by Franklin
Dunlap and his brothers, who were in turn leasing the Dunlap Ranch from their mother. The
dairy consisted of four buildings, an open hay barn, and corrals of board fencing. It appears to
pre-date 1883. Several of the structures that formed part of the dairy appear to have still been
standing in 1901, when the field survey for the 1904 Redlands, 30-minute U.S.G.S. quadrangle
was carried out. Dairy operations were accompanied by an expansion in the cultivation of alfalfa
used as a feed.
The dairy complex, located in Dunlap Ranch (Block 79) Lot No. 7 (see Figure 4), was not,
however, recorded as an improvement in Assessor’s Lot Books for 1895 and subsequent years,
for unknown reasons. The dairy site was close to, perhaps just to the southwest of, the location
of the farmhouse currently located on the west side of Live Oak Canyon Road approximately 0.3
miles southwest of the I-10 Freeway.
Franklin Pierce Dunlap also undertook other efforts to expand the productivity of the Dunlap
Ranch, with additional lands put under cultivation in the vicinity of the Casa Blanca (Atchley
1978:2). This was a brick mansion built by Dunlap in 1882–1883 for his family northeast of the
original Ranch headquarters. Grain fields surrounded this homestead. Dunlap later moved his
family to Redlands in 1893, and Rialto in 1905. He remained active in management of the
Ranch, however.
A significant development for the Ranch after John Dunlap’s death was the construction of a
Southern Pacific main transcontinental rail line from San Francisco and Los Angeles to Yuma,
Texas, and points east by way of San Timoteo Canyon, several miles south of the Ranch
property. This put rail transport on the doorstep of the Dunlap Ranch, greatly increasing the
value of the property. One result of the railroad construction was the renting of land in the
northern portion of the Ranch to Chinese ex-railroad workers (White 1977). These workers had
been unceremoniously “dumped” by the railroad at the completion of construction, and looked
for a means to survive. These Chinese workers carried out truck gardening to supply San
Bernardino at a time when stock-raising was still the principal agricultural activity. Their
settlement was referred to as “China Gardens.” This settlement persisted well into the early
twentieth century. At around this time, the late 1870s, southern California was hit by another
severe drought (1877–1879). During the later 1860s and early 1870s, sheep-raising had replaced
cattle grazing on many ranches as the principal activity. Declining prices in the 1870s and losses
during the late 1870s drought hastened a switch back to cattle production by the early 1880s on
many ranches. The Dunlap Ranch operated with a mix of cattle and sheep, but had continued to
emphasize cattle.
In the 1880s, fruit culture became dominant in the San Bernardino–Riverside region. This was
based on gravity-flow irrigation in the Santa Ana River watershed. Interest in this type of
production helped to spur the great southern California land boom of the mid- and late-1880s.
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Figure 5

Drawing of Dunlap Ranch, with Dairy Ranch buildings in inset, ca. 1883 (Elliott 1883:65).
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Figure 6

Portion of Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, from Lot Book 66B, 1933-38, Redlands Outside, Index Page.

The completion of competing transcontinental rail lines into southern California by 1884 led to a
decrease in the cost of travel from the eastern United States. In addition, the decade of the 1880s
featured abnormally heavy rainfall, encouraging both ranchers and emigrant pioneer farmers in
their belief that dry farming and stock grazing would continue to be profitable. This rainfall also
fed artesian wells, and encouraged settlers to believe that the mountain streams of southern
California would provide abundant water for gravity-flow irrigation of orchards crops.
It is remarkable that the Dunlap Ranch holdings were not offered for development or subdivision
during the late 1880s boom. This was particularly surprising because of the famous abundance
of water on the property, and because of the proximity of the railroad line. Circumstantial
evidence would indicate that Dunlap’s widow played an important role in keeping the Ranch
intact.
During his residence on the ranch, Franklin Pierce Dunlap had been involved in stock raising and
in some fruit production. Two younger Dunlap brothers, Louis Napoleon and Andrew Jackson,
teenagers at the time of their father’s death, were also later involved in the affairs of the Ranch,
as were several of John Dunlap’s married daughters.
From 1888 through 1908, the Graham Cook Company of Redlands leased land within the
Dunlap Ranch to grow grain. This was said to have been shipped via rail to Arizona. During the
late 1880s and early 1890s, abundant winter rainfall permitted the profitable dry farming of grain
in many areas of southern California. Complex and cumbersome combine harvesting equipment
drawn by huge teams were to be seen at work at harvest time in many interior valleys in southern
California. During the wet years, along with the leasing out of land for grain production and
dairying, water in the Yucaipa Valley was also being exported to Redlands by pipeline. At the
end of 1894, a schoolhouse was built on the west side of Live Oak Canyon, about halfway
between the Sepulveda/Yucaipa Adobe, the ranch headquarters, and the Dunlap Dairy to the
south (Redland Citrograph 12/22/1894:8, 8/03/1895:5). This schoolhouse had an enrollment of
16 students, about the same as that of the school in Oak Glen. A post office for “Yucaipe” was
briefly established in 1893 (Redlands Citrograph 04/15/1893:2).
In 1896, a period of abnormally low rainfall began which lasted until 1904. Many gravity-flow
based irrigation districts had been established in the late 1880s and early 1890s in southern
California on the basis of the Wright Act of 1887. The drought threw these into crisis, and
devastated both agriculture and stock-raising. Dwindling water supplies were surrounded by
litigation. Financial institutions also suffered, as outstanding loans could not be repaid.
The Dunlap Ranch lost heavily in cattle on account of the drought. The burden of property
taxes, based on a $53,000 valuation for the Ranch property (1895), became more difficult to bear
under these conditions. New wells were drilled during 1895–1900 to obtain additional water
(Mendenhall 1905:67). Accordingly, on November 17th, 1899, John Dunlap’s children
established the Yucaipa Land and Water Company, two of his daughters serving as President and
Vice President. Albert Houston Dunlap served as Secretary and General Manager. Dunlap’s
widow passed away in Pasadena the following year. The incorporation appears to have been
associated with efforts to protect the dwindling water supply in the Yucaipa Valley area. Some
six months previously, the South Mountain Water Company had been established in Redlands,
with a view to exporting water via pipeline from the northeastern end of the Yucaipa Valley to a
thirsty Redlands. The Birch Ranch at Potato Canyon in Oak Glen area was purchased and a
seven mile pipeline system laid out. The Dunlaps came to view this water export as a threat to
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their own water supply further down in the valley. Eventually, as the Yucaipa Land and Water
Company, they brought suit against the South Mountain Water Company to halt the export of
water to Redlands. After a lengthy trial, the suit was finally settled in January of 1909, placing
restrictions on this export.
5.3.2 The Dunlap Ranch and the Yucaipa Valley in Circa 1905
As of 1900-1905, the bulk of settlement in the Yucaipa Valley area was found in the Oak Glen
locality, to the northeast of the modern town center of Yucaipa. Settlers in this area had
complained that development had been slowed by the failure of U.S. General Land Office to
approve plat surveys done for the area (Redlands Citrograph 3/18/93). This settlement was
located in Sections 19, 20, 29, 30, 31, and 32 of T1S/R1, S.B.B.M. Twenty-four dwellings
appear in or immediately adjacent to these sections on the 1901 Redlands 30-minute U.S.G.S.
quadrangle (U.S. Geological Survey 1901). Another 10 dwellings were found widely scattered
across the valley to the southwest of the Oak Glen area, and to the north or east of the Dunlap
Ranch, located in the southwestern part of the Yucaipa Valley. A schoolhouse served the Oak
Glen area, and another one, called the Live Oak School, had been established on the Dunlap
Ranch by 1895 (Redlands Citrograph 12/22/1894, 8/3/1895). The school was located near the
northeast corner of Lot 10 on the west side of the road leading southward from the Dunlap Ranch
headquarters toward Yucaipa Creek.
Settlers, including Joseph Webster, James Birch, William Parrish, and the Wilshire brothers had
developed fruit, potato, and grain production in the Oak Glen (former Potato Canyon) area by the
1890s (Redlands Citrograph 10/20/1888:6, 5/9/1891:2, 6/20/1891:3). Further to the southwest
toward the Dunlap Ranch, Mssrs. J. F. Houghton and the McNee brothers of San Francisco
owned large acreage and sank a well. Biggin and Doty farmed 320 acres on the north side of the
valley (Redlands Citrograph 2/11/1893:9).
Within the area of the Ranch itself, low-lying lands to the southeast of the marsh located east of
the Ranch headquarters was used for grazing cattle. Live Oak Canyon and Crow Canyon to the
south of it were also used for cattle grazing; in both canyons, however, the flats were used for
raising alfalfa or corn. To the northwest and northeast of the Ranch headquarters were open
areas that were dry farmed in grain. In addition, a section of the Ranch about a mile to the
northeast of the Ranch headquarters and covering an area of 0.4 mile (mi) wide (E-W) by 0.5 mi
long (N-S) was put under irrigation (Mendenhall 1905:Plate XII). This utilized artesian water
flow from the artesian zone in the center of the Ranch.
5.3.3 Development of the Yucaipa Valley
The land and water development corporation established by the Dunlap family in 1899 was
undercapitalized and not in a position to undertake major development projects. Within a decade
after its formation, it agreed to sell the great bulk of the Dunlap Ranch holdings to another land
syndicate, the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company. Among the businessmen involved in
forming this company was the famous Los Angeles entrepreneur and grain merchant, Marco
Newmark, President of Newmark Grain. The president of the new syndicate, E. M. Lyon, was a
Redlands orange grower and a director of the Redlands National Bank. The Vice President of
Newmark Grain, H. H. Ford, was President of the Redlands National Bank and also a large
orange grower. B. H. Dyer of Los Angeles and A. N. Dike and J. H. Logie, the most prominent
real estate agents in Redlands, were other incorporators. Dike and Logie also represented
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Dunlap family members in various real estate transactions. The manager of the land company
was G. A. Atwood, who could claim 30 years of ranching experience in the Yucaipa Valley.
This syndicate was interested in acquiring the lands of the Dunlap Ranch, former Dunlap
holdings owned by the Atwood family, and a number of other smaller ranches located to the east
in the vicinity of the modern town of Yucaipa. The first purchase of Dunlap Ranch land was
made in 1906 by the Yucaipa Colonization Company. This entity involved Atwood, Newmark,
and another investor and railroad builder named James N. Neeland. Lands in more northerly
portions of the Dunlap Ranch were purchased. The southerly part of the Ranch was bought in
1909, by the reorganized syndicate, now called the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company.
Promotional material claimed that eventually some 11,000 acres was assembled by this firm.
This included much of the Yucaipa Valley to the east and northeast of the Dunlap Ranch
holdings. Thus, the nucleus of non-Dunlap-Ranch settlement in the 1880s and 1890s—in the
vicinity of the modern Yucaipa townsite and in the Oak Glen area to the north of it—was also
largely bought up by this group. Some of these eastern lands had been bought as early as the
1880s by J. F. Houghton and the McNee Brothers, all of San Francisco, for whom George
Atwood later worked as a ranch manager. In fact, the earlier phases of subdivision and sale of
land in the Yucaipa Valley that took place after the beginning of 1910 was focused on this area
to the east of the Dunlap Ranch.
Plans to subdivide portions of the Yucaipa Valley into small farms producing orchard crops
depended, of course, on the availability of gravity-flow irrigation. The dilemma that the Dunlap
family and its land corporation had faced in considering the potential of the more northerly and
flatter portions of the Ranch property was the fact that the better water sources lay downslope
from these areas. They were thus faced with the prospect of pumping irrigation water uphill.
The successor Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company solved this problem by arranging a swap of
water resources with the South Mountain Water Company. The Redlands and Yucaipa Land
Company would obtain control of the uphill water sources in the Oak Glen area, and use them to
irrigate its subdivisions in the Yucaipa Valley. In return, the South Mountain Water Company
would be given access to wells in the lower and more southerly portions of the Dunlap Ranch
that were much closer to Redlands.
The program for gravity flow irrigation of the Yucaipa Valley subdivisions was based not on
forming Wright Act municipal districts but rather mutual water companies that would be owned
by the individual water-using farmers. Each purchaser of land in the subdivisions would
automatically buy corresponding shares in the mutual water company supplying the property. A
concrete and steel pipe distribution network was built across the Yucaipa Valley to serve the
mutual water companies, which were also controlled by the Redlands and Yucaipa Land
Company Board of Directors. In addition to the water obtained in Potato Canyon, other drilled
wells equipped with modern pumping plants were developed in the valley. The subdivision plan
for the valley depended on obtaining sufficient water. A U.S.Geological Survey water
availability study of the region by Walter Mendenhall published in 1905 convinced the Redlands
and Yucaipa Land Company that this would be available (Atchley 1976a:62–63; Mendenhall
1905).
In January of 1910, after a major publicity buildup, several square miles of lands located to the
north, northeast, and east of the Dunlap Ranch were developed and put up for sale. The mutual
water companies were established and deep wells equipped with pumps were drilled to provide
water for irrigation on these lands, which lay above the level of the marshlands on the Dunlap
Ranch. However, the core area of the Dunlap Ranch itself was not developed and put up for sale
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at this time. The northerly two-thirds of the Ranch, including the Cook’s Subdivision, located
north of Highway 99 (later to become the I-10 Freeway), was subdivided in the 1920s. The socalled “Dairy Ranch,” including the areas of Live Oak and Crow canyons, on the Ranch property
south of Highway 99, continued to be held by the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company through
the end of the 1930s. This area had been established as a dairy grazing operation in 1883 or
earlier. Due to the hilly nature of the terrain in this area, it was not considered suitable for
subdivision for fruit farms or home lots.
The town center of Yucaipa was established in portions of Section 36, T1S/R2W, Section 30,
T1S/R1W, Section 6, T2S/R1W, and Section 1, T2S/R2W, and was laid out at the time of the
initial land offering at the beginning of 1910. During that year a hotel, the Yucaipa Tavern,
containing space for a post office, retail stores, and offices, was built at the town center (Atchley
1976b:106–107). Telephone and electrical services were extended from the east side of
Redlands. A newspaper was established and a new grammar school set up. The town center was
located about seven miles from the east side of Redlands. By 1916, a paved “boulevard” or
highway (later Highway 99) connected the southern side of the Yucaipa Valley with Redlands.
It was claimed that within a year a thousand acres had been sold by the company (Redlands and
Yucaipa Land Co. n.d.a). Most of the parcels being sold ranged from 8 to 20 acres in size, with
10–12 acres being a typical lot size. The development plan emphasized the production of
deciduous fruit, particularly apples. It had been demonstrated by earlier efforts by pioneer
settlers in the Oak Glen area that apple orchards would produce well at higher elevations in the
Yucaipa area. King David, Winesap, and Rome Beauty varieties were being promoted, with
claims made of possible yields of $1,000 per acre, gross, in good years (Redlands and Yucaipa
Land Co. n.d.b). An Apple Fair modeled on the Orange Fair of San Bernardino was set up, and
packing house facilities established. Transportation of fruit to Los Angeles or other points was
not a problem, given that nearby San Bernardino was a road and rail hub. The promotional focus
on apples was clearly aimed at finding a niche in southern California orchard agriculture that was
not over-crowded with producers. While citrus production had been carried out in the Yucaipa
Valley before 1910, it was de-emphasized by the Yucaipa Valley promoters. Other deciduous
fruits were also given promotional attention, particularly for lots located below the 2,500 ft
altitude (Ferris 1922:10). These included peaches, pears, and cherries, the latter fruit having
already gained fame in the Redlands-Beaumont-Banning region. The higher altitude apple lands
were believed to enjoy sufficiently cold nighttime winter temperatures to ensure productive apple
trees.
The Yucaipa Valley development appears to have been very successful from a financial
standpoint, with very few mortgage defaults through the end of the 1920s. Some of the parcels
with water shares were sold by the land company for around $280 per acre, so the land involved
was not cheap, although the acreage required to produce fruit was not large. The ability of the
land company to offer mortgage financing was a key to the long-term success of the project, and
the company’s ability to deliver on its promises of reliable supplies of irrigation water was also
critical.
In addition, the decade from 1907 through the American entry into World War I brought a
number of other conditions that were favorable for the project. During this time, there was a
notable “Back to the Land” movement in the United States, which helped to fuel a homesteading
and farming boom in interior southern California. New technologies, particularly the
automobile, made “modern” farm life seem less onerous than in the past. In the case of southern
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California, not only the increasing availability of motor transport, but new well and pump
technologies, the availability of electricity, and cheaper Portland cement for road and irrigation
construction changed the outlook for the family farmer dependent on irrigation. In addition, the
decade of the teens was one of relatively heavy winter rainfall in southern California, which was
also helpful. Finally, that same decade was characterized by increasingly high agricultural
commodity prices, particularly after the outbreak of World War I in August of 1914. This
represented a bonanza for American agriculture, and spurred a significant increase in irrigated
acreage in the American West before 1920. After American entry into the war, agricultural
production increased further, bringing a hangover in the early 1920s. By that point
overproduction and the end of wartime prices brought distress to many American farmers.
However, agricultural producers in southern California were buffered to some extent from this
agricultural depression by the phenomenal growth of the Los Angeles region in the 1920s, which
also helped to maintain the momentum of subdivision and land sales in the Yucaipa Valley by
the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company
By 1930, the population of the Yucaipa Township had increased to more than 1,700 people. The
onset of the Great Depression brought the first serious dislocation to the post-1909 development
of the Valley as a center of fruit culture. Both low prices and changes in apple markets caused
the apple industry to lose its premier position in the economy of the Valley. By the late 1930s
and the early 1940s, peach production had become relatively more important than it was
previously. There were also efforts to expand citrus production. Irrigation water sales and other
income drops for the mutual water companies reflected the crisis. The South Mesa Water
Company, for example, saw water sales and other income drop from $43,054.00 in 1928 to
$22,545.00 in 1938 (Beers 1976:137).
In addition, like other interior southern California farming communities with nearby sources of
alfalfa and other feed, poultry and egg production became important. As occurred elsewhere in
southern California, poultry production had been forced out of nearby urbanizing areas by
residential growth. The Los Angeles Egg Market quotes became important news in the
community. In addition, during World War II, grain production was encouraged. The 1930s and
early 1940s were marked by moderately abundant winter rains, so the dry farming of grain could
be done on a paying basis.
The exploitation of ever greater numbers of wells in the Valley by the mutual water companies
controlled by the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company led eventually to a drop in the water
table. This drop was not serious in the 1930s, but would become more so by the 1950s and
1960s with increased residential and farm development. A drop of more than 100 ft in the water
table has been cited for the 1930–1968 period (Beers 1976:142–143). Irrigated production
expanded after World War II, while a succession of drier winters in the late 1940s made dry
farming more difficult. In 1948, the Yucaipa Valley featured 3,151 acres in deciduous fruit
trees, 502 acres of citrus trees, 318 acres of walnuts, 3,716 acres in hay and grain, and 952 acres
of pasture, with 1,482 acres in fallow (Muckel and Aronovici 1950:12).
In the 1950s, the community became less rural and agricultural in its economic profile, with
continued population growth. There was also some revival of specialty apple orchards in the
Oak Glen area in connection with fruit and handicraft sales to weekend tourists (Robinson
1989:237–238).
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5.3.4 Land Use History of the Yucaipa Specific Plan Study Area
The properties included in the Specific Plan study area originally formed part of the Dunlap
Ranch portion of the San Bernardino Rancho as adjudicated in 1865. The Dunlap Ranch, as
noted previously, had consisted of 24 numbered lots of approximately 160 acres each that
together formed the surveyed Block 79 of the San Bernardino Rancho (Figures 7 and 8). The
Specific Plan study area includes portions of Lots 1 through 10, which formed the southern half
of the Dunlap Ranch. The Dunlap Ranch was not formally plat mapped into the township and
range survey system, as were surrounding lands outside of the Ranch. If it had been, Lots 1–10
within the Specific Plan study area could be designated as Sections 10, 9, and the east half of
Section 8 of T2S/R2W, S.B.B.M. This Specific Plan study area forms a block of land
approximately 2.5 miles wide from east to west and approximately 0.75–1 mile wide from north
to south. At the southwestern end of this block, Live Oak Canyon and Yucaipa Creek cut
through mesa lands in a northeasterly and northerly direction. Crow Canyon and the main
branch of Live Oak Canyon then branch easterly across this block of land. The landscape within
this study area consists of these canyons cutting through brush and grass-covered ridge and mesa
lands. Live Oak Canyon was formerly noted for the abundance of oak woodland found within it.
5.3.5 The Dairy Ranch
The bulk of the Yucaipa Specific Plan study area described above has historically been known as
the “Dairy Ranch,” at one time a subdivision of the Dunlap Ranch. This covered an area of
1,294.5 acres lying south of Highway 99 (and the present I-10 Freeway), as mapped in the early
1920s1. As noted previously, separate dairying operations were commenced in 1883 or before on
the Dunlap Ranch, and the Dairy Ranch was one of the areas where dairy cow grazing was
carried out. A map of the Dunlap Ranch containing data added between about 1900 and 1912
identifies farming and grazing areas within the Dairy Ranch (Anonymous 1900–1912). Just east
of Lot 1 of the Dairy Ranch, several land parcels in the southwest quarter of Section 11,
T2S/R2W, S.B.B.M., are also included within the Yucaipa Specific Plan study area (see Figure
8).
The Specific Plan study area also contains a smaller area located south of the former Colorado
Avenue, now West Avenue F, and north of Highway 99, now I-10. This Dunlap Ranch acreage
formed part of a subdivision of the Ranch created in the early 1920s, called the Cook’s
Subdivision2. The subdivision was named after a family that had leased that portion of the
1

For Lots 1-10, Block 79, San Bernardino Rancho, the lot book source references for specific years are: Yucaipa
District, Lot Book 10 (1895-1903), p. 245-247; Lot Book 10 (1904-1908), p. 121; Lot Book 10 (1908-1912), p. 121122; Lot Book 10 (1913-1917), p. 167; Redlands Outside District, Lot Book 14 (1921-1926), [Lots 3-8] p. 30, [Lots
1-2, 9-10] p. 34; Lot Book 35 (1927-1932), [Lots 3-8] p. 29, [Lots 1-2, 9-10] p. 35; Lot Book 66B (1933-1938), p.
35; Lot Book 99 (1939-1944), [Lots 6-7] p. 26, [Lots 1-5, 8-10] p. 27; Lot Book 137A (1945-1950), [Lots 4-7] p.
26, [Lots 1-3, 8-10] p. 27.

2

For Blocks 2, 5, 6, and 7, Block 79, San Bernardino Rancho, the lot book source references for specific years are:
Yucaipa District: Lot Book 10 (1895-1903), p. 245-247; Lot Book 10 (1904-1908), p. 121; Lot Book 10 (19081912), p. 121-122; Lot Book 10 (1913-1917), p. 167; Redlands Outside District: Lot Book 14 (1921-1926), p. 30;
Lot Book 35 (1927-1932), p. 36; Lot Book 66B (1933-1938), p. 36; Lot Book 99 (1939-1944), p. 34; Lot Book
166B (1945-1950), p. 34.
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Figure 7

Southern portion of Dunlap Ranch within Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, Lots 3-8, from Lot Book 66B, 1933-38,
Redlands Outside, p. 35.
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Figure 8

Southern portion of Dunlap Ranch within Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, Lots 1-2, 9-10, from Lot Book 66B,
1933-38, Redlands Outside, p. 34.

Dunlap Ranch from the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company prior to the early 1920s,
principally for dairying operations.
At the southern edge of the Project area, near the Riverside County line, Crow Canyon passes
easterly from Live Oak Canyon through Lots 5, 4, 3, and 2 of Block 79. Just south of the
junction of Crow Canyon with Live Oak Canyon, on the south bank of Yucaipa Creek in Lot 5,
was an area used for alfalfa cultivation. The Dunlap Ranch map dating from circa 1900–1912
indicates that the portion of the canyon in Lots 4 and 3 was not cultivated, although irrigation
was feasible there. Further to the east, in Lot 2, corn was grown in the canyon bottom. In the
canyon in the southeastern quarter of Lot 2, the 1901 Redlands, 30-minute U.S.G.S. quadrangle
indicates a dwelling or other structure (U.S. Geological Survey 1901). The same sheet also
shows a wagon road climbing Crow Canyon that formed an extension of the road that climbed
northeasterly up Yucaipa Creek to Lot 5. From this road in Lot 5 on the southeastern side of the
creek, another road branched off, heading north to the Sepulveda/Yucaipa Adobe. The Crow
Canyon road ran from west to east, passing just northeast of the structure in Lot 2, then
encountering another wagon road joining it from the south. The Crow Canyon road then exited
the head of the Canyon, eastbound at the east edge of Lot 2, crossing higher ground in Lot 1, and
passing into Section 11 further to the east. This road is indicated in the County’s Assessor’s Map
Book 99 (1939–1944) to have been a county-owned roadway called Pumphouse Road (San
Bernardino County Assessor’s Map Book 99:27). This suggests that the structure in Lot 2 may
have been a pumphouse or waterworks of some sort. The structure noted in Lot 2 on the U.S.G.S
topographic map is not listed as an improvement in any of the County’s assessor’s records for
Lot 2 or adjacent lots.
The main branch of Yucaipa Creek, north of Crow Canyon, ran across the northern portion of
Lot 5 and into Lots 6 and 7. The 1901 Redlands 30-minute U.S.G.S. quadrangle shows a trail
branching northwest off of the wagon road on the northwest side of the canyon in Lot 6, passing
approximately along the current west boundary of the City of Yucaipa (U.S. Geological Survey
1901). A structure is shown on the east side of this trail. No assessment data corresponding to
this have been found in Assessor’s Lot Book information for Lot 6. It is not entirely certain
whether this location lies within or outside of the limits of the Yucaipa Specific Plan study area.
On the southeast side of Yucaipa Creek in Lots 5 and 6 was a 200 acre strip of irrigable land. A
small canyon called Bee Canyon branched off of the main Canyon to the east in the northern
portion of Lot 5. Where the main branch of Yucaipa Creek turned eastward into Lot 7, a 30 acre
area of alfalfa cultivation was found on the south side of the creek. South of this was the site of a
Ranch reservoir shown on the circa 1900–1912 Dunlap Ranch map. Yucaipa Creek and Live
Oak Canyon then ran eastward through Lots 8, 9, and 10, the head of the Canyon being reached
in adjacent Section 11 to the east. The 1901 Redlands U.S.G.S. quadrangle shows a triangular
road intersection in Live Oak Canyon at the western edge of Lot 7. Here two structures are
shown on the north side of Yucaipa Creek, the site of the Dunlap Ranch Dairy. From this
intersection, another wagon road ran easterly along the southern side of Live Oak Canyon,
crossing the south half of Lot 7, and reaching another structure shown in the southeast quarter of
Lot 7. None of the structures in Lot 7 are reported in the County assessor’s records, which begin
in 1895. James Waters used this portion of Live Oak Canyon, formerly called Hog Canyon, to
feed large numbers of swine on the available acorns.
On the south side of Live Oak Canyon in Lot 8 was a 40 acre area of alfalfa cultivation. A
southerly branch of the Canyon found further east in the southeastern part of Lot 9 and the
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northeastern portion of Lot 2 also offered irrigable farmlands. At the upper southeasterly end of
this branch canyon in the eastern part of Lot 1, near Section 11, were found corn-growing lands
on the north side of the canyon and grazing area on the south side. Toward the eastern end of
Live Oak Canyon in the southern part of Lot 10, was located another grazing zone, located on
the south side of the Canyon. North of the Canyon in Lot 8 was a ridge of hilly land. The
northern slope of this ridge area was also used for stock grazing. Present-day Avenue F
(formerly Colorado Avenue) passes along this northern slope.
The part of Dunlap Ranch lands known as the Dairy Ranch, including all of Lots 1 through 5 and
the portions of Lots 6 through 10, lying south of Highway 99 (I-10), were sold by the Yucaipa
Land and Water Company to the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company in 1909. All of these
lands, except a 65 acre parcel of Lot 5, were retained by the latter until 1943, and were devoted
to dairy and other cattle operations, along with the dry farming of hay and grain, barley
particularly, in the canyons.
In January of 1921, a large capacity well yielding a tested 127 Miner’s Inches was drilled on the
Dairy Ranch, and a prototype Worthington high-capacity submerged pump was installed in the
well as a test for the manufacturer (Yucaipa News 1/21/1921). This well was intended to
provide water only to the Dairy Ranch, rather than to the land company’s mutual water
companies in the Yucaipa Valley. This suggests that some irrigated production was planned for
the Dairy Ranch. In addition, later in 1921, there were rumors that petroleum prospectors active
in the Yucaipa area would lease lands on the Dairy Ranch for oil exploration; these rumors were
denied by the land company.
Prior to the early 1930s, Charles H. Biggin leased the Dairy Ranch for some years. He carried
out dairy, grain, and hay production on the leased property. In 1910, Biggin, aged 34 and born in
Ohio, and his wife Edna were living in Alila, Tulare County, where he operated a general farm.
By 1920, he resided in Yucaipa, apparently on the west side of South Yucaipa (later becoming
Calimesa), on the road that would become Highway 99 (later the I-10 Freeway), just east of the
Dairy and Cook ranches (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1910). He was enumerated with his mother
and sister and two hired hands, one of whom herded sheep. Another farm family, that of a truck
farmer named William Messing, a 56-year-old born in New York, his German-born wife, and a
son, lived in the same household with Biggin. The 1930 U.S. Decennial Census lists Charles
Biggin and his wife Edna (who was missed in the 1920 census enumeration) as resident on a
rented farm on Live Oak Canyon Road in Yucaipa, which appears to place them on the Dairy
Ranch.
No improvements are listed for Lots 7 or 5 (Live Oak Canyon Road) within the Dairy Ranch for
1930, although an improvement valued at $750 is listed for Lot 7 for 1923–1926 only. An
improvement is again listed for Lot 7, along Live Oak Canyon Road south of Highway 99, in
1943, the last year that the property was still assessed to the Redlands and Yucaipa Land
Company. This may have been the barn that is still standing on the northeast side of Live Oak
Canyon Road about 0.3 of a mile southwest of the intersection of that road with the I-10
Freeway. In 1944, a second improvement is listed that appears to correspond to a dwelling, still
standing and located at the same location as the barn noted previously. This is the only structure
shown in Lot 7 on the 1954 Yucaipa, 15-minute U.S.G.S. quadrangle (U.S. Geological Survey
1954). It is clearly visible on a 1949 air photo of the project region (U.S. Department of
Agriculture 1949) (Figure 9). The improvement was assessed at $680 in 1945; however, it is
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Figure 9

Aerial photograph of Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, May 1949 (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1949).

not clear if this improvement existed prior to 1945 but was not recorded, and whether the
dwelling located in Lot 7 in 1954 may have been lived in by Biggin in 1930.
A second renting farm household is listed for Live Oak Canyon Road in 1930, that of Sidney V.
Horton, his wife, and two daughters. In addition, a Charles Hurd, also a farmer, is listed for Live
Oak Canyon Road. He, however, claimed to own the farm he operated, suggesting that he might
have resided at the lone dwelling shown on the 1954 Yucaipa, 15-minute U.S.G. quadrangle on
Live Oak Canyon Road, located in Yucaipa but west of the Ranch boundary on the west side of
Lot 5. If this were the case, Horton, a renter, might have occupied a dwelling in Lot 5 within the
Ranch and shown on the 1954 Yucaipa, 15-minute U.S.G. quadrangle, northeast and up the road
from Hurd. If this were the case, Biggin, also a renter, might have been located in a dwelling on
the northwest side of the road in Lot 7, as discussed above. This seems plausible since a
residence in Lot 7 was later occupied by the Herschel S. Powers family that first leased and then
bought the great bulk of the Dairy Ranch. At some time around 1931, Herschel S. Powers of
Beaumont, a cattleman, undertook a lease on the Dairy Ranch property. He held the lease until
giving it up in 1941 (Yucaipa News 5/13/1943:1).
In 1940, a 65 acre parcel was segregated from the leased Dairy Ranch property in Lot 5 and sold
to Charles L. and Avis Hurd. The Hurds already resided on Live Oak Canyon Road in 1930, as
noted previously. However, they were listed as owners of their farm, which suggests that they
might possibly have been living to the west of the Dairy Ranch boundary in 1930. However, it is
perhaps more plausible that they were living on Lot 5, on the east side of Live Oak Canyon Road
at the mouth of Crow Canyon, as early as 1930. Several dwellings that are still standing are
shown there on the 1954 Yucaipa, 15-minute U.S.G.S. quadrangle (U.S. Geological Survey
1954).
In 1943, the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company is known to have been growing 200 acres of
barley on the Dairy Ranch property. In early May of 1943, Powers and his wife, Mildred
Powers, purchased the Dairy Ranch from the land company, the transaction involving a reported
1,180 acres. At the same time, Powers sold his 820-acre ranch located between the communities
of Calimesa and Beaumont to R. J. and Alex Struthers of San Bernardino. Powers and his wife
continued to own the Dairy Ranch property until at least as late as 1950. During the 1943–1944
years, Powers probably grew some grain on the Dairy Ranch, as wartime conditions had brought
a grain production boom to Yucaipa.
Archaeological sites CA-SBR-12334H and CA-SBR-12335H, documented during the cultural
resources survey reported in this document, yield evidence of reservoir construction and of well
water pumping activities, respectively. Both of these sites are located in Lot 1 of Block 79.
These are not recorded in the corresponding assessor’s records as improvements. The pumping
facility would appear to date from the end of the 1920s or later. These facilities may have been
used prior to the sale of the property by the Redlands and Yucaipa Water Company to Powers.
Well and pumping equipment development was an ongoing activity of the Redlands and Yucaipa
Land Co. during its ownership of the Dairy Ranch.
5.3.6 Dunlap Ranch Subdivision No. 6 (Tract No. 2187), Lots 84–89
A portion of Lots 6 and 7 of Block 79 were segregated from these lots in circa 1926 to create
parts of the Dunlap Ranch Subdivision No. 6, also known as Tract No. 2187, south of Highway
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99 (the I-10 Freeway) (Figure 103). This would have included current parcels with Assessor’s
Parcel Numbers (APNs) 030116307 and 030116305, and part of APN 030118104. The
subdivided lands belonging to Lots 6 and 7 had formed part of the Dairy Ranch component of
the Dunlap Ranch.
The lands within Lots 84–89 of the Dunlap Subdivision No. 6 had been acquired by the Redlands
and Yucaipa Land Company from the Dunlap heirs. With the exception of one lot, all of these
lots were held by the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company until sold to Herschel Powers and
his wife in 1943, at the time that the latter purchased the rest of the Dairy Ranch. The exception
was Lot 84, the northernmost of these lots. This was purchased by John J. and Lucille F.
Wonder from the land company in 1933. E. C. and Ruth Johan then acquired Lot 84 from the
Wonders in 1944–1945; Allen and Girlene Jamar were listed as the assessed owners of Lot 84 in
1946, wherein it appears that Paul A. Verdugo owned Lot 84 in 1947–1948, with the El Camino
Clay Products company purchasing Lot 84 in 1949–1950. Improvement values of $150 and
$860 for Lot 84 are given for 1947 and 1948, and $1,380 for 1950; however, the 1954 Yucaipa,
15-minute U.S.G.S. quadrangle does not show structures on this parcel at this time.
5.3.7 Parcels in Section 11, T2S, R2W, SBBM, Southwest of Interstate 10
The lands included within the Yucaipa Specific Plan project area encompass Lots 153, 154, and
155 of the Yucaipa Valley Subdivision No. 8, in the southwest quarter of Section 11, T2S/R2W,
S.B.B.M. These three lots had a combined area of approximately 49 acres (Figure 114). The lots
correspond to modern parcels designated as APNs 031821309, 031821314, 031821303,
031821310, 031821308, 031821307, 031821306, and 031821305. They were located to the west
of a line formed by State Highway 99. The lots were originally owned by J. H. and D. McNee of
San Francisco, prior to 1895, and sold to the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company in 1909.
Through the end of the 1920s, only the western half of Lot 155 had been sold by the Land
Company. This was purchased by Robert E. Moore in 1923–1924, at which time an
improvement assessed at $80 appears on the property. Moore appears to have relinquished the
property to the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company by 1929.
Beginning in 1931, Nelson Chickering is listed as owner of Lot 155A. It is sold in 1934 to
Grover C. and Anna A. Cox. After their purchase of the property, its assessment increases
sharply to $1,200 by 1939. By 1946, two improvements, valued at $1,500 and $1,800
respectively, are recorded for the property. A portion of Lot 155A was split in circa 1941 and
held by the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company through 1945. Elwein and Enid Hale
purchased the property, and held it and listed improvements of $550 through 1950.
In 1931, George W. Cairns and his wife Alice Margaret purchased the northerly 230 ft of Lot
153, Lot 153A, and improvements totaling $510 are listed for this which indicates the
construction of a dwelling. Cairns was a prominent fruit-grower in the community. They held
3

For lots in Dunlap Ranch, Subdivision 6, the lot book source references for specific years after creation of the
subdivision are: Redlands Outside District: Lot Book 66B (1933-1938), p. 38; Lot Book 137B,(1945-1950), p. 29.
4

For Lots 53- 55, Yucaipa Valley Subdivision 8, the lot book source references for specific years are: Yucaipa
District: Lot Book 10 (1895-1903), p. 194-195; Lot Book 10 (1908-1912), p. 118; Lot Book 10 (1913-1917), p. 252;
Lot Book 23 (1923-1928), P. 252; Lot Book 42 (1929-1934), p. 4; Lot Book 83A (1935-1939), p. 4; Lot Book 116
(1940-1945).
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Figure 10

Southern portion of Dunlap Ranch within Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, Subdivision 6, Lots 83-89, from Lot Book
66B, Redlands Outside, p. 38.

Figure 11

Southwest portion of Subdivision 8, Yucaipa Valley, within Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, Lots
153-155 1/2, from Lot Book 83A, 1935-1939, Yucaipa, p. 4.
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this property through at least as late as 1950. Lots 153B and 155B were held by the Redlands
and Yucaipa Land Company until purchased by Herschel and Mildred Powers in 1944, to add to
their other holdings in the area. As of 1952, several structures had been built on the eastern half
parcel of Lot 155, Lot 155B, adjacent to State Highway 99 (I-10).
5.3.8 Project Parcels North of Interstate 10
Within the northerly half of Lots 8 and 9 within Block 79, north of State Highway 99 (I-10), the
bulk of Blocks 2, 5, and 6 were located (see Figure 4 and Figure 12). Block 7 was located in Lot
10 and an easterly segment of Lot 9. Block 2 corresponds to APNs 031807107 and 031807110,
and Block 5 to the current APNs 031811102, 031811110, 031811109, and 031811107. Block 6
corresponds to APN 031811101, and Block 7 to APNs 031811115 and 031811114. All of the
Blocks under discussion formed part of the Dunlap Ranch, although not of the Dairy Ranch unit
within it. Thus, these lots were held by the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company, having been
purchased from the Dunlap heirs in 1909 as part of original Block 79, Lots 8, 9, and 10. Block 2
within the so-called Cook’s Subdivision was purchased from the Redlands and Yucaipa Land
Company by the Roy Cook Estate in 1927. Block 6 and part of Block 7 were also purchased by
Caddie Cook, Roy Cook’s widow, in 1927. Block 5 continued to be held by the Redlands and
Yucaipa Land Company through 1934. In that year it was purchased by the South Mountain
Water Company, which held the property through the end of the next decade. None of these
Blocks are listed as having had improvements constructed except Block 5, where a value of $700
in 1935, and $1,050 subsequently are listed in the 1936–1945 County assessor’s records. No
structures are shown in Block 5 on the 1954 Yucaipa, 15-Minute U.S.G.S. quadrangle.
Archaeological sites CA-SBR-12327H, a possible equipment facility or building, and CA-SBR12328H, a check dam, were located in Block 5. The building complex appears to correspond to
this improvement listing. The 1949 air photo does not show clear evidence for the check dam
facility (see Figure 9). Thus, it is possible that it was built after 1949. The purchase of Block 5
by the water company was presumably related to further development of water extraction sites in
the area, and the construction of improvements soon after the property’s purchase is consistent
with this. Another archaeological site, CA-SBR-12330H, consists of the remains of corrals, a
water tank, and a feeding trough. This probably dates from the period of Cook leasing or
ownership of Block 2, when cattle ranged on the Block. Caddie Cook and her sons, Roy, Jr. of
Rialto and Edward of Burbank, reorganized the Block 2 Ranch holding in 1945, having
transferred ownership of it to themselves from the estate of Roy, Sr. A house was built just to
the southwest of site CA-SBR-12330H, which structures appears in a 1949 air photo and on the
1954 Yucaipa, 15-minute U.S.G.S. quadrangle (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1949, U.S.
Geological Survey 1954) (see Figure 4 and 9). The improvements constructed at that time in
Block 2 were first listed in 1945 at $150, and increased to $190 for 1947–1950. These may
include the corral, tank, and trough features recorded as site CA-SBR-12330H, as well as the
adjacent dwelling.
Along with the purchases made by Caddie Cook and by Roy Cook’s Estate in Blocks 2, 5, 6, and
7, Caddie had gone into partnership with Samuel and Murle Baumann of Yucaipa in purchasing
land in Block 8, outside of the Yucaipa Specific Plan project area. Baumann was sometime head
of the Yucaipa Chamber of Commerce and a very prominent businessman and fruit rancher in
the community.
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Figure 12

Southern portion of Dunlap Ranch within Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, Cook's Subdivision, Blocks 2, 5a, 5b, 6, 7a, 7b, 7c, from Lot Book 66B,
Redlands Outside, p. 36.

Roy Cook and his wife, Caddie, had been present in the valley at least as early as1903, the year
when Caddie recalled arriving in the Valley as a bride. Cook was involved in grain farming on
the Dunlap Ranch by 1911 (Military Service Registration Records 1918). Roy Cook was
recalled as a grain farmer (Fox 1954:68, 74). The Cooks were said to have leased land from the
Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company (Birkbeck 2006). Roy Cook passed away in 1918, but his
wife continued to engage in farming and stock-raising (Yucaipa News 11/8/1918). In 1920,
Caddie was 37 years old and listed as a farm operator and owner of her dwelling (U.S. Bureau of
the Census 1920). She and her two young sons lived on a farm on the road that would become
Highway 99, later the I-10 Freeway, with her mother and two of her brothers, Edward, aged 28,
and John, aged 30, the latter married. Her brothers worked on her farm or ranch at that time;
however, by 1930, her brothers had moved away, although she continued to operate the farm
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 1930). She was still residing in Yucaipa in the early 1940s, when
she was president of a local Women’s Club, although her sons had moved away. In the mid1940s, she and her sons reorganized the Ranch operation and built improvements, which appear
to have included a dwelling and cattle ranching infrastructure in Lot 2 on the north side of
Highway 99, as mentioned above. She was also still active and involved in helping to save the
Sepulveda Adobe from destruction in the spring of 1954 (Ledoux 1999:7).
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6.0
FIELD METHODS
Based on parcel access, the cultural resources surveys were conducted on the 1,228-acre Yucaipa
Specific Plan study area on August 8 and 10, 2005, and from March 27 to April 13, 2006. The
study area is composed of 12 separately owned properties; however, the vast majority of the
study area is held by two property owners: the Robinson Family who own 568.3 acres located
both north and south of the I-10 freeway; and the Palmer family who own 396.6 acres located
south of the I-10 freeway. Remaining parcels are owned by the Yucaipa Valley Water District
(130.3 acres), Mr. Nabil Issa (49.7 acres), South Mountain Water Company (34.5 acres), Oak
Mesa Investors (17.7 acres), Mr. Edward Rosenberry (12.8 acres), Mr. Gary Fritzsche (9.5
acres), the Della Nielson Trust (4.8 acres), Mr. Merle Sessions (1.8 acres), the Anna Cox Trust
(1.5 acres), and the San Bernardino County (0.3 acres). As requested by the Palmer Family,
approximately 133 acres of their property was not surveyed for cultural resources. This area is
located south and immediately adjacent to the I-10 freeway, east of Live Oak Canyon Road, and
centered along Yucaipa Creek (Figure 13).
The pedestrian survey was completed by a three-person crew under the direction of Dennis
McDougall. Due to varying topography and vegetation densities, pedestrian surveys were
conducted either intensively, or intuitively. Where the topography and/or vegetation density
permitted, intensive surveys were conducted with crew personnel spaced at 15 meter (m) (50 ft)
transects. In this manner, the study area was inspected systematically to ensure that all visible,
potentially significant cultural resources of either prehistoric and/or historical sensitivity were
discovered and documented. Additionally, surveyors investigated any unusual landforms,
contours, soil and vegetation changes, features (e.g., road cuts, drainages), and other potential
cultural site markers. Within those areas where the topography prohibited the use of systematic
survey transects (e.g., the edges of the steeply-sloped mesas), the APE was surveyed more
intuitively, with surveyors examining, wherever possible, those landforms more likely to contain
evidence of archaeological remains or features.
During survey, one or more cultural features or three or more artifacts greater than 45 years of
age within a 30 m (100 ft) radius were deemed to constitute a cultural resource (or site).
However, in some instances, there were exceptions made to these criteria. These exceptions
included two to three historical items found within a high-energy drainage that had obviously
been redeposited to some unknown extent by fluvial processes, or isolated historical or quasihistorical materials (e.g., fragments of metal cans and bottle glass) scattered randomly along the
roadsides and mixed with other, more recent roadside detritus. Cultural features or clusters of
artifacts more than 30 m away from the nearest known cultural resource were considered a
separate site area.
When encountered, all potentially significant cultural resources were recorded on State of
California Department of Parks and Recreation Primary and Archaeological Site Record Forms
(DPR 523 [1995]). Systematic efforts were made to characterize and define the aerial extent of
each cultural resource. Site locations were plotted on the Yucaipa 1:24,000 scale U.S.G.S.
topographic map using a Trimble GeoXH 2005 Series handheld Global Positioning System
(GPS) unit with sub-meter accuracy. In addition, a site datum, such as a prominent
topographical or man-made feature such as a rock outcrop, or power pole, was established and
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Aerial photograph showing areas surveyed and not surveyed within the Yucaipa Specific Plan study area.
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plotted for each resource, and site maps of each resource were also generated using the same
GPS unit. Digital photographs were also taken of each site, as well as of any extant cultural
features and exceptional artifacts present. Any discrete cultural features important to site
interpretation were also fully documented and photographed. No artifacts were collected during
the cultural resources survey.
Surveyors also revisited all cultural resources recorded previously within the Project study area,
and evaluated the current status of each resource against the most recent, existing site record.
The site records for these resources were then updated on the appropriate DPR 523 (1995)
Primary and Archaeological Site Record Forms incorporating any new observations regarding
site location, boundaries, constituents, integrity, etc., and the sites were mapped and documented
as described above for newly discovered resources.
It should be noted that ground surface visibility in the vast majority of the Yucaipa Specific Plan
study area during the cultural resources survey in the spring of 2006 was extremely poor (10–
30%) due to the very dense vegetation growth as a result of the rains during early March 2006.
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7.0
SUVEY FINDINGS
7.1

INTRODUCTION

The cultural resources survey resulted in the identification and documentation of nine newly
identified archaeological sites; of these, five sites (CA-SBR-12327H, CA-SBR-12328H, CASBR-12330H, CA-SBR-12334H, and CA-SBR-12335H) contain historical archaeological
materials and/or remains, and four sites (CA-SBR-12329, CA-SBR-12331, CA-SBR-12332, and
CA-SBR-12333) contain prehistoric archeological materials. The site record for one additional
previously recorded prehistoric site (CA-SBR-915) was updated. Four other previously recorded
prehistoric sites (CA-SBR-429, CA-SBR-908, CA-SBR-912, and CA-SBR-913) could not be
relocated; these sites were previously reported to have been destroyed (see Section 2.2). Site
descriptions for the newly identified archaeological sites, as well as CA-SBR-915, are provided
below. Confidential Appendix B contains the California Department of Parks and Recreation
site forms for these sites as well as the map showing their locations with the Yucaipa Specific
Plan study area.
7.2

CA-SBR-12327H

Measuring 45 by 15 m (E-W by N-S), CA-SBR-12327H consists of what appears to be a
historical structure of undetermined age, but certainly appears to be older than 45 years of age.
The structure measures approximately 30 by 16 ft (long axis oriented east to west), with the
peaked roof standing approximately 15 ft high. The structure is constructed on a formed-andpoured cement foundation with the sides and roof constructed of corrugated sheet metal fastened
with wire nails and bolts to a wooden frame of 2 by 4 inches (in.) and 4 by 4 in. beams. Inside
the eastern end of the structure, 12 by 3 in. horizontal cross-beams are attached to the main
frame; these beams were obviously intended to support heavy weight. The main entrance to the
structure, measuring 8 by 6 ft (W by H), is on the western side. Open windows containing only a
grate of flat iron bands are cut out of the corrugated sheet metal siding on the north and south
sides of the structure. Hatches (also of corrugated sheet metal) attached with iron hinges also are
present on the north and south sides of the structure below and adjacent to the windows. A 1-ft
wide gap covered with ¼-in. hardware mesh separates the corrugated sheet metal siding from the
base of the corrugated sheet metal roof around the entire structure. A wooden tower constructed
of a simple lattice work of wooden beams rises approximately 8 ft in height above the peaked
roof on the western end of the structure; old ceramic insulators are attached to some of the
tower’s vertical beams. The tower may have supported a windmill for electricity generation.
The structure’s original function is unknown. There is no domestic debris in the area, suggestive
of residential use. The structure’s close proximity to the creek, robust construction, and presence
of what appears to be a frame foundation for a wind generator on the roof suggest that it may
have functioned as a pumphouse, but this is purely conjecture. No pumphouse-related
equipment or machinery is currently present, and the structure’s interior appears to have been
gutted. It is of interest to note that the structure is not shown on the 1967 Yucaipa 1:24,000 scale
U.S.G.S. topographic map. Currently, the structure is filled and surrounded by more modern
debris dating from the 1970s to the present, and appears to have been used as a modern dump
site by local residents.
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CA-SBR-12327H, a possible equipment facility or building, is located in Block 5, which at one
time formed part of the historical Dunlap Ranch, although not of the “Dairy Ranch” unit within
it. Block 5 was held by the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company, having been purchased from
the Dunlap heirs in 1909 as part of original Block 79, Lots 8, 9, and 10. The equipment
facility/building complex documented at CA-SBR-12327H appears to correspond to the
improvement listing value of $700 in 1935, and later of $1,050 which is listed in the 1936–1945
County assessor’s records (see Section 5.3.8).
7.3

CA-SBR-12328H

CA-SBR-12328H consists of a formed-and-poured concrete flood control dam of unknown age
constructed to control flood waters coming down the Yucaipa Creek from torrential rains in the
San Bernardino Mountains, thereby protecting homes and residences further downstream within
the City of Yucaipa. However, the dam was obviously breached and destroyed at some point by
a major flood (perhaps by the flood of 1964); the dam is extremely broken up, with large
segments displaced on the downstream side of Yucaipa Creek. A large oak tree torn out of the
adjacent bank currently lies across the broken-up segments of the dam. Because of the dam’s
impaired integrity, it is impossible to determine the dam’s original configuration; thus, site size is
unknown. However, the concrete walls and foundation range from 9 to 24 in. in thickness, and
the concrete walls and foundation are reinforced by rebar ranging in diameter from 1/4 to 5/8 to
1 in. The dam segments were inspected for construction dates or marks, but none was noted.
Similar to CA-SBR-12327H, site CA-SBR-12328H, a possible flood control dam, is located in
Block 5, which at one time formed part of the historical Dunlap Ranch. However, the 1949 air
photo does not show clear evidence for the flood control dam facility, and it is possible that it
was built after 1949. The purchase of Block 5 by the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company in
1909 was held by the Land Company until 1934 when it was purchased by the South Mountain
Water Company; the Water Company owned the property into the late 1940s. Thus, the flood
control dam identified at CA-SBR-12328H may have been related to further development of
water extraction sites in the area after the South Mountain Water Company sold the property.
7.4

CA-SBR-12329

CA-SBR-12329, measuring approximately 143 by 115 m (E-W by N-S), consists of a prehistoric
residential location containing a sparse- to moderate-density complex lithic scatter (i.e., a lithic
scatter consisting of both flaked stone, battered stone, and ground stone artifacts), fire-altered
rock, and burned faunal remains. Cultural materials observed include: nine basined metate
fragments (8 granite, 1 schist); one complete granitic unifacial mano; one metavolcanic mano
fragment recycled as a utilized core; two granitic ground stone fragments; one metavolcanic
hammerstone; one quartzite hammerstone; two core/cobble tools (1 quartzite, 1 metavolcanic);
one small obsidian biface mid-section; one chert (heat-treated) biface tip; and more than 100
pieces of lithic debitage (>95% metavolcanic and quartzite; debitage of obsidian, chert, jasper,
and crystalline quartz are minimally represented). Debitage classes range from primary flakes to
pressure flakes. Additionally, 6–8 fragments of burned faunal remains (large to small mammal)
and 15–20 fragments of fire-altered rock were observed. No midden alteration of sediments was
observed. Cultural materials were observed in rodent backdirt piles and eroding out of the edges
of the mesa, and some depth of cultural materials is suspected at the site.
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This site is situated along a relatively flat mesa top, which lies about 40–50 ft above the
surrounding valley floor. The vast majority of cultural materials (75–80%) were observed along
the break in slope along the northern edge of the mesa top. Few materials were observed within
the central portions of the site back away from the edge of the mesa, although ground visibility is
extremely poor (5–10%) in these areas due to dense grasses. Additionally, it should be noted
that only that portion of the site within the current Project area was examined, and the known site
boundaries extend to the east right up to the north-south trending fence line that forms the eastern
boundary of the parcel; the site undoubtedly extended farther to the east, outside the Yucaipa
Specific Plan study area. However, the parcel immediately adjacent to and east of the parcel
surveyed has been graded to an elevation ranging from 5 to 20 ft below that portion of the site
within the current survey area, and those portions of the site have undoubtedly been destroyed
when this parcel was graded/excavated. Within the current Project area, site integrity appears to
be retained, with only minimal disturbance attributed to bioturbation and natural erosional
processes.
CA-SBR-12329 appears to consist of a prehistoric residential location. No evidence (e.g., arrow
points, ceramics) of Late Prehistoric occupation was noted. The site may contain data pertinent
to such research domains as chronology, trade/external relations, settlement/subsistence patterns,
and lithic technology. Site avoidance is recommended; if avoidance is not a feasible
management option, Phase II Testing and Evaluation is recommended.
7.5

CA-SBR-12330H

Measuring 167.4 by 124.6 ft (N-S by E-W), CA-SBR-12330H consists of elements of a cattle
ranch and includes six features: a corral constructed of wood and wire (Feature 1); a concrete
feed trough (Feature 2); two concrete cisterns (Features 3 and 6); a metal water tank (Feature 4);
and a concrete retaining wall/cistern combination (Feature 5) which represent local depressionera cattle ranching.
Feature 1: Feature one consists of a livestock corral constructed of wooden posts that are
recycled railroad ties, utility pole cross arms, and telephone poles. Attached to the posts are 2 by
6 in. and 2 by 8 in. boards, hog wire fencing, and plywood, forming the sides of the corral. The
materials that form the sides of the corral are attached to the posts with wire nails and bailing
wire. The corral is closed by three welded galvanized metal pipes and two wood frame gates.
The corral is 4.5 ft high and its overall dimensions are 46 by 65 ft (N-S by E-W). Two of the
corral’s recycled railroad tie posts have “date” nails embedded into them and are embossed with
the numbers 32 (1932) and 38 (1938). The corral is augmented with a barbed wire fence hung
on wood and metal “T” posts on the north, east, and west sides. This fenced area is closed by a
welded galvanized metal pipe gate on its southeast side. A dirt road to access the corral and
fenced area is located on the south side of the corral.
Feature 2: Feature 2 consists of a poured-in-place concrete feed trough measuring 30.5 by 34.0
in. (E-W by N-S) by 14 in. high. The walls of the trough are 4 in. thick. Along the top of the
trough’s walls are 1-in. square holes that may once have been anchor points for a metal frame
that is currently not present. The trough sits on top of a poured-in-place concrete slab of
unknown thickness, measuring 33 by 14.5 ft (E-W by N-S). Artifacts associated with the feature
are sheet metal and barbed wire.
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Feature 3: This feature consists of a poured-in-place concrete cistern with two compartments.
The overall dimensions of the cistern are 10 by 2 ft (N-S by E-W), and it is 3 ft 4 in. high with a
wall thickness of 5 in. The interior dimensions of the open southern compartment of the cistern
are 7 ft 4 in. by 2 ft 2 in. The interior dimensions of the northern compartment are 1 ft 8 in. by 2
ft 2 in. The northern compartment may have had a lid, as evidenced by four 3/8 in. diameter, 2in. long threaded metal studs with square nuts. The northern compartment was fed by a 1-in.
galvanized metal pipe on its east side. The two compartments are divided by 2.5 in. wide wall
and are connected by a 3.5 in. hole in this wall.
Feature 4: Feature 4 consists of the remnants of a galvanized metal water tank that is displaced
and partly destroyed. The approximate dimensions of the tank are 10 ft in diameter by 3.5 ft
deep. The tank once sat on a bench graded into the toe of a west-facing hillside. The tank has a
concrete bottom.
Feature 5: Feature 5 consists of a poured-in-place concrete retaining wall/cistern combination
with a north-south orientation. The overall length of the feature is 68 ft. The retaining wall
portion of the feature is 64 ft 4 in. long, 3 ft high, and 6 in. wide. The cistern portion of the
feature is at its extreme southern end. The cistern’s dimensions are 3 ft 8 in. square by 4 in. thick
by 4 ft deep. A lid may have once covered the cistern, as evidenced by eight 3/8 in. diameter
threaded metal studs with square nuts; the lid is not longer present. The feature is constructed
upon the toe of the same west-facing slope as Feature 4.
Feature 6: This feature is a poured-in-place concrete cistern measuring 9 ft 1 in. by 8 ft 9 in. (N-S
x E-W), 5.5 ft deep, with 5 in. thick walls. The cistern exhibits the remnants of two 4-in.
ceramic sewer pipes embedded into the top of the feature’s east and south walls. Five wire nails
are embedded into the top of the feature’s walls, suggesting a possible lid that is no longer
present.
Cultural constituents observed at CA-SBR-12330H include discarded hog wire and barbed wire
fencing, sheet metal, and lumber. The six recorded features are easily discernible; however, the
site is currently covered by tall, dense, ruderal vegetation that may obscure additional features
and/or artifacts.
CA-SBR-12330H is located in Block 2, which was held by the Redlands and Yucaipa Land
Company, having been purchased from the Dunlap heirs in 1909 as part of the original Block 79,
Lots 8, 9, and 10. Block 2 was within the so-called Cook’s Subdivision which was purchased
from the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company by the Roy Cook Estate in 1927. AE-YUC-4H
probably dates from the period of the Cook family leasing or owning of Block 2, when cattle
ranged on Block 2. The County assessor’s records list improvements Block 2 in 1945 at $150,
and increased to $190 for 1947-1950; these improvements may have included the corral, tank,
and trough features, as well as the dwelling immediately southwest of CA-SBR-12330H (see
Section 5.3.8). It should be noted that these features appear in a 1949 air photo and on the 1954
Yucaipa, 15-minute U.S.G.S. quadrangle (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1949, U.S. Geological
Survey 1954).
7.6

CA-SBR-12331

Measuring approximately 70 by 52 m (SW-NE by NW-SE), CA-SBR-12331 appears to be a
small, prehistoric temporary camp site containing a sparse lithic scatter of flaked stone artifacts,
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burned bone, fire-altered rock, and at least one small, partially buried, discrete concentration of
fire-altered rock associated with a thin, compacted lens of charcoal-laden, fire-altered sediments.
This feature (Feature 1) appears to represent a partially buried fire hearth feature that measures
approximately 30 x 20 cm; 10 plus fire-altered, subangular to subrounded cobbles of granitic,
quartz, and quartzite materials ranging from 7 to 14 cm are visible.
Lithic artifacts observed at the site include one mid-section of a large obsidian biface, one
quartzite core/cobble tool, and eight pieces of lithic debitage (metavolcanic, porphery, chert,
quartzite, and crystalline quartz). Burned faunal remains include fragments of small to medium
to large mammal bone. The southern, eastern, and northern site boundaries more or less mirror
the edge of the mesa top. There appears to be a potential for buried cultural materials, albeit in
shallow (20–30 cm) contexts. It should be noted that ground visibility is extremely poor (2–5%)
within the site area due to dense grasses, and additional cultural materials are undoubtedly
present (but presently obscured), and the site boundaries as currently defined are tenuous at best.
The integrity of CA-SBR-12331 appears to be retained. Minimal disturbance is attributed to
natural erosional processes along the edges of the mesa. The site may contribute data pertinent
to such research domains as chronology, trade/exchange, and settlement/subsistence patterns,
and lithic technology. Site avoidance is recommended; if avoidance is not a feasible
management option, Phase II Testing and Evaluation is recommended.
7.7

CA-SBR-12332

Located in APN 31807107 and measuring approximately 10 by 8 m (N-S by E-W), CA-SBR12332 consists of a small, sparse, discrete scatter of 10 prehistoric ceramic fragments that all
appear to be derived from the same vessel. All of the ceramic fragments are body sherds, which
display a pinkish to reddish interior/exterior. Additionally, two fragments of highly burned
(calcined) medium- to large-sized mammal bone are present. No other cultural materials were
observed within the site area. Additionally, the site area is located at the extreme northern base
of a minor, deflated ridgeline (12° slope), and there appears to be little to no potential for
subsurface cultural deposits.
Site integrity appears to range from retained to moderately impaired. The primary disturbance is
attributed to natural deflation and erosion of the ridgeline sediments. Site avoidance is
recommended; if avoidance is not a feasible management option, Phase II Testing and
Evaluation is recommended.
7.8

CA-SBR-12333

Measuring 37 by 14 m (NE-SW by NW-SE), CA-SBR-12333 consists of a sparse lithic scatter of
one basalt secondary flake, five metavolcanic secondary flakes, and one metavolcanic spent core.
The site is situated on an open slope of a dissected alluvial plain. The site boundaries may
extend beyond the current Project’s mapped limits, although limited visibility due to dense
vegetation cover makes it difficult to determine at the present time.
The site integrity has been moderately impaired by burrowing animals and by grazing livestock.
Site avoidance is recommended; if avoidance is not a feasible management option, Phase II
Testing and Evaluation is recommended.
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7.9

CA-SBR-12334H

Measuring 220 by 128 m (NW-SE by NE-SW), CA-SBR-12334H consists of the elements of a
reservoir, including a spillway or ingress (Feature 1); a drain tunnel that is located at the center
of an earthen dam (Feature 2); a spillway located at the southwest corner of the dam (Feature 3);
and an earthen dam (Feature 4).
Feature 1: Feature one consists of an artificial opening through a finger ridge at the northeastern
side of the reservoir adjacent to Yucaipa Creek. This opening has a masonry wall on either side,
east-west, and a level concrete footing between both walls. There is a steel “I” beam in the
center of the opening embedded in concrete and both sides of the wall have an indentation that
would accommodate boards to be placed to create a dam. These recesses have been created
using different mortar (smooth) than that used for the walls. The eastern portion has a wing wall
that extends upstream beyond the concrete footing portion. The dimensions are: opening from
indentation to indentation is 18.6 ft; concrete footing width is approximately 2 ft; the eastern wall
within the reservoir is approximately 5 ft 6 in. high and extends into the reservoir approximately
8 ft; the wing wall on the east side extends upstream approximately 11 ft and tapers down to
approximately 4 ft (covered by materials eroding over it); the western portion is 5 ft 6 in. high
and extends into the reservoir at 250° for approximately 9 ft. The streamside of the west wall is
rounded at the opening, stopping at the edge of the creek.
Feature 2: Feature 2 consists of a masonry tunnel that acted as a drain for the reservoir. This is
an arched tunnel that measures approximately 5 ft high, 4 ft wide, and approximately 114 ft long.
The head wall extends 2 ft 8 in. above the apex of the tunnel. The masonry channel extends 18 ft
to the west where it terminates at an artificial drainage, which reconnects to the creek 60 m away
at a bearing of approximately 150°. The dimensions of this channel are: height 5 ft with an
internal width of 6 ft 6 in. at terminus. The thickness of these walls is approximately 16 in. The
head wall is 8 ft 6 in. long with an alignment of 240°. The upstream height is 40 in. from the
center of the masonry tunnel roof. The alignment of the tunnel is 336°.
Feature 3: This is a masonry spillway that measures approximately 29 ft from outside to outside.
The internal measurement is 21 ft. The eastern opening averages 4 to 5 ft in height and tapers as
it progresses toward Yucaipa Creek and has nine courses at the top and five at the bottom. The
height of the wall at the western terminus is approximately 2 ft on the south side and 16 in. on
the north. The entire floor of this spillway is concrete with field stones.
Feature 4: Feature 4 is the earthen dam with the artificial berm aligned at approximately 69°.
This dam curves upstream and joins the finger ridge that is adjacent to Yucaipa Creek. The
dimensions of the berm are 130 m (426 ft) long, 27.6 m (90 ft) wide, and approximately 20 ft
high.
Site integrity appears to be moderately impaired due to erosion of the dry wash, while the
reservoir itself is filled with alluvium; the related features are fairly intact. This reservoir
appears to be the result of agricultural/ranch water development in the area. There is a question
concerning the function of Feature 1. It is possible that this was an ingress that was abandoned
as the creek bed eroded (now approximately 35–40 ft below level). This loss of water may have
caused the reservoir to be abandoned.
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Site CA-SBR-12334H is Lot 1 of Block 79 (see Section 5.3.5), and is not recorded in the
corresponding assessor’s records as improvements. The reservoir facility may have been used
prior to the sale of the property by the Redlands and Yucaipa Water Company to Powers. Water
control was an ongoing activity of the Redlands and Yucaipa Land Company during its
ownership of the “Dairy Ranch.”
7.10

CA-SBR-12335H

Measuring 14 ft in length and 8 ft in height, CA-SBR-12335H is a pump house with mechanical
accoutrements of a pump and flat head, 6-cylinder motor. The pump house consists of a wood
frame (full dimension studs) structure with a concrete floor, and covered with galvanized
corrugated sheet metal. The building itself has been partially destroyed. No roof remains and
the northern wall has fallen inward. There appears to be little alteration to the structure. The
motor has patent number 49020 – Oct. 26, 1926; heads have patent number 1671926. The motor
ran an industrial Johnson jump with an outflow of an 8 in. diameter pipe, and the driveline is still
located within the building, but removed from the mechanical assembly. Miscellaneous lumber
fragments are scattered in close radius to the site. The pump was configured to supply water to
the cooling system of the motor and represents ranch/agricultural water development on a
modest scale.
Similar to CA-SBR-12334H, site CA-SBR-12335H is located in Lot 1 of Block 79, and is not
recorded in the corresponding assessor’s records as improvements. The pumping facility noted
at the site appears to date from the end of the 1920s or later. This facility may have been used
prior to the sale of the property by the Redlands and Yucaipa Water Company to Powers. Well
and pumping equipment development was an ongoing activity of the Redlands and Yucaipa
Land Company during its ownership of the “Dairy Ranch.”
7.11

CA-SBR-915

One additional site, CA-SBR-915, also deserves brief mention. This site was recorded in 1976
as being a prehistoric site containing discoidals and other ground stone artifacts discovered at
depths of 20 ft during grading activities. Portions of the site may have also been destroyed
during the construction of Interstate 10. Inspection of the site area during the current surveys
resulted in the identification of three manos and one hammerstone in the location of CA-SBR915; ground surface visibility at the time of the survey was very poor (5–10%).
7.12

HISTORICAL STRUCTURES REQUIRING FORMAL EVALUATION

In addition to the nine archaeological sites described above, three historical standing structures
are located within the study area that appear to be older the 50 years; thus, these structures will
require formal evaluation by a certified architectural historian prior to any modifications or
demolition approved by the City. The first structure is located at 33842 County Line Lane; this
structure is a single-story, stucco home with a detached garage. The second structure is located
at 33808.5 County Line Lane; this structure is a single-story, wood frame and stucco home with
associated outbuildings and very mature trees and landscaping. The third structure is located at
32032 Live Oak Canyon Road; this structure is a single-story, wood frame home associated with
an older barn and ranch outbuilding complex.
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8.0
POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES
AND
RECOMMENDED MITGATION MEASURES
8.1

INTRODUCTION

Although site-specific recommendations are provided in the preceding chapter for those
archaeological resources and standing historical structures identified during the cultural
resources survey of the Yucaipa Specific Plan study area, the potential impacts to these and other
cultural resources that may be encountered during the City’s-permitted development activities
within the 1,228-acre Specific Plan study area are reviewed in this final chapter. Because the
Specific Plan does not directly address specific projects proposed by the City, these impacts are
described generically. Following this discussion are standard mitigation measures that would
reduce the level of most impacts to cultural resources to a level of insignificance.
8.2

POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

Two basic impacts to cultural resources may occur through the implementation of projects
proposed by the City: (1) destruction of known prehistoric and historical archaeological
resources; and (2) the potential to disturb Native American human remains. These impacts are
described more fully below.
8.2.1 Destruction of Known Archaeological Resources
Potentially significant archaeological resources have been identified within the City’s 1,228-acre
Specific Plan study area. If the City proposes to permit projects in the vicinity of these
resources, there would likely be a substantial increase in population, residential and nonresidential structures, and associated infrastructure in these areas. Thus, implementation of the
City’s proposed projects would require ground disturbance (e.g., grading and trenching
activities) that may cause the destruction of known significant archaeological resources, or
buried archaeological resources as defined in the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(b)
(California 2005). As stated, a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of an archaeological resource is a project that may have a significant effect on
the environment. Effects on an archaeological resource deemed to be significant could be
considered adverse if they involve physical demolition, destruction, or alteration of the resource
or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of a resource would be materially
impaired. Thus, significant prehistoric and historical archaeological resources must be
considered in the City’s project planning and development process, and any proposed City
project that may affect significant archaeological cultural resources must be submitted to the
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and comment prior to project approval by
the City and prior to construction.
Recommended policies for the City’s archaeological resources are detailed in Sections 8.3.1–
8.3.4, below.
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8.2.2 The Potential to Disturb Native American Human Remains
As shown in Section 2.2, three archaeological sites (CA-SBR-429, CA-SBR-912, and CA-SBR913) within the City’s Specific Plan study area have revealed the presence of Native American
human remains that have been discovered as isolated burials and cremations. Thus, Citypermitted projects in the Specific Plan study area could have the potential to disturb or destroy
buried Native American human remains. Consistent with state laws protecting these remains
(i.e., Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98), sites
containing Native American human remains must be identified and treated in a sensitive manner
(see Section 1.2, and Section 8.3.3, below).
8.3

RECOMMENDED CULTURAL RESOURCES POLICIES

To reiterate, City-proposed or permitted project(s) that may cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical structure or feature, or a unique archaeological resource is a
project that may have a significant effect on the environment (California 2005). Effects to
historical structures/features or unique archaeological resources deemed to be potentially
significant could be considered adverse if they involve physical demolition, destruction,
relocation, or alteration of the historical resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of the resource would be materially impaired, making it no longer eligible for listing
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and/or the California Register of Historic
Resources (CRHR), or no longer to be considered locally significant. Thus, potentially
significant historical structures/features and unique archaeological resources must be considered
in the City’s project planning and development process.
In the following paragraphs, standard policies are recommended that would reduce impacts to
most cultural resources affected by future City development, followed by recommended policy
implementation measures. As shown below, Policies 1 through 4 pertain to prehistoric and
historical archaeological resources and sites containing Native American human remains.
8.3.1 Cultural Resources Policy 1 (CRP-1)
CRP-1
To avoid impacts to known potentially significant prehistoric and historical archaeological
resources and sites containing Native American human remains, where feasible.
Cultural Resources Policy 1 Implementation Measures
CRP-1 IM-1. If cultural resources avoidance is feasible, potentially significant archaeological
resources and sites containing Native American human remains shall be placed within permanent
project-specific conservation easements or dedicated open space areas.
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CRP-1 IM-2. Where avoidance of archaeological resources and sites containing Native
American human remains is not a feasible management option, capping these resources with
sterile sediments and avoidance planting (e.g., planting of prickly pear cactus) shall be
considered the next most favorable management option. In doing so, capping the resource(s)
will ensure that indirect impacts from increased public availability to these sites are avoided.
8.3.2 Cultural Resources Policy 2 (CRP-2)
CRP-2
To reduce adverse impacts to known significant archaeological resources that cannot be
protected in place through data-recovery excavations.
Cultural Resources Policy 2 Implementation Measures
CRP-2 IM-1. If avoidance and/or preservation in place of known prehistoric and historical
archaeological resources and sites containing Native American human remains are not feasible
management options, the City shall ensure that potentially significant archaeological resource(s)
and site(s) shall be investigated pursuant to the standards, guidelines, and principals of the
Advisory Council’s Treatment of Archaeological Properties: A Handbook (ACHP 1980).
Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for a project, the City’s consultant, who meets the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines, shall develop a Phase II (i.e., test-level)
Research Design detailing how the archaeological resources investigation will be executed and
providing specific research questions that will be addressed through the Phase II Testing
Program. In general terms, the Phase II Testing Program shall be designed to further define site
boundaries and to assess the structure, content, nature, and depth of subsurface cultural deposits
and features. Emphasis shall also be placed on assessing site integrity and the site’s potential to
address regional archaeological research questions. These data shall then be used to address the
NRHP/CRHR eligibility requirements for the archaeological resource, and make
recommendations as to the suitability of the resource for listing on either Register. The Research
Design shall be submitted to the City’s Planning Commission for review and comment prior to
the implementation of the Phase II Testing Program.
After approval of the Research Design and prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the City’s
consultant shall complete the Phase II Testing Program as specified in the Research Design prior
to the issuance of a grading permit. The results of this Program shall be presented in a technical
report that follows the State of California Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological
Resource Management Report Recommended Contents and Format Guidelines (California
1990). The Phase II Report shall be submitted to the City’s Planning Department for review and
comment prior to the issuance of a grading permit. If the resource is determined to be ineligible
for listing on the NRHP or CRHR upon completion of the Phase II Testing Program, no further
cultural resources management of this resource would be required and the Phase II Program
would suffice as mitigation of project impacts to the resource.
CPR-2 IM-2. A participant-observer from the appropriate Native American Band or Tribe shall
be present during Phase II archaeological excavations involving sites of Native American
concern.
CRP-2 IM-3. If the cultural resource is identified as being potentially eligible for listing on
either the NRHP or CRHR, and project designs cannot be altered to avoid impacting the site, a
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Phase III Data Recovery Program to mitigate project effects shall be initiated. A Data Recovery
Treatment Plan detailing the objectives of the Phase III Program shall be developed and contain
specific testable hypotheses pertinent to the Research Design and relative to the site(s) under
study. The Phase III Data Recovery Treatment Plan shall be submitted to the City’s Planning
Department, the appropriate Native American Band or Tribe, if applicable, and the State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO) for review and comment prior to implementation of the Data
Recovery Program.
After Approval of the Treatment Plan, the Phase III Data Recovery Program for affected, eligible
site(s) shall be completed. Typically, a Phase III Data Recovery Program involves the
excavation of a statistically representative sample of the site(s) to preserve those resource values
that qualify the site(s) as being eligible for listing on the NRHP/CRHR. Again, a participantobserver from the appropriate Native American Band or Tribe shall be present during
archaeological data-recovery excavations involving sites of Native American concern. At the
conclusion of the Phase III Program, a Phase III Data Recovery Report shall be prepared,
following the State of California Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological Resource
Management Report Recommended Contents and Format Guidelines (California 1990). The
Phase III Data Recovery Report shall be submitted to the City’s Planning Department, the
appropriate Native American Band or Tribe, if applicable, and the SHPO for review and
comment prior to the issuance of a grading permit.
CRP-2 IM-4. All archaeological materials recovered during implementation of the Phase II
Testing or Phase III Data Recovery programs shall be processed, including cleaning and
cataloging, detailed description, and analysis, as appropriate. Following completion of
laboratory and analytical procedures, all project-related collections shall be suitably packaged
and transferred to a curation facility that meets the standards of 36 CFR 79 for long-term storage.
Materials to be curated include archaeological specimens and samples, field notes, feature and
burial records, maps, plans, profile drawings, photo logs, photographic negatives, consultants’
reports of special studies, and copies of the final technical reports. It should be noted that
provisions of the Native American Graves Protection Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) pertaining to
Native American burials, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony would come into
effect when ownership of the collections transfer to a curation repository that receives federal
funding.
8.3.3 Cultural Resources Policy 3 (CRP-3)
CRP-3
To ensure proper identification and treatment of cultural resources and Native American human
remains discovered during project development and construction.
Cultural Resources Policy 3 Implementation Measures
CRP-3 IM-1. The City shall require that a registered professional archaeologist and a culturally
affiliated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, monitor all project-related
ground-disturbing activities that extend into natural sediments in areas determined to have high
archaeological sensitivity for prehistoric resources.
Prior to City-permitted future development projects, the Applicant shall include in their
mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of archaeological resources
inadvertently discovered during construction. Thus, if buried archaeological resources are
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uncovered during construction, all work will be halted in the vicinity of the archaeological
discovery until a registered professional archaeologist can visit the site of discovery and evaluate
the significance of the archaeological resource.
CRP-3 IM-2. If the archaeological resource is determined to be a potentially significant cultural
resource, the City shall also include in their mitigation plan provisions for the preparation and
implementation of a Phase IIII Data Recovery Program, as well as disposition of recovered
artifacts, in accordance with Cultural Resources Policy 2 Implementation Measures 2, 3, and 4,
above.
CRP-3 IM-3. In the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other
than a dedicated cemetery, the steps and procedures specified in Health and Safety Code 7050.5,
State CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(d), and Public Resources Code 5097.98 shall be implemented.
Specifically, in accordance with Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98, the Riverside
County Coroner shall be notified within 24 hours of the discovery of potentially human remains.
The Coroner shall then determine within two working days of being notified if the remains are
subject to his or her authority. If the Coroner recognizes the remains to be Native American, he
or she shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by phone within 24
hours, in accordance with PRC Section 5097.98. The NAHC shall then designate a Most Likely
Descendant (MLD) with respect to the human remains within 48 hours of notification.
The MLD shall then have the opportunity to recommend to the property owner or the project
proponent means for treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and
associated grave goods within 24 hours of notification. Whenever the NAHC is unable to
identify a MLD, or the MLD fails to make a recommendation, or the landowner or his or her
authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the MLD and the mediation provided
for in subdivision (k) of PRC Section 5097.94 fails to provide measures acceptable to the
landowner, the landowner or his or her authorized representative shall reinter the human remains
and items associated with Native American burials with appropriate dignity on the property in a
location not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
It should be noted in the event that Native American human remains are inadvertently discovered
during project-related or permitted construction activities, implementation of the mitigation
measures listed above would apply.
8.3.4 Cultural Resources Policy 4 (CRP-4)
CRP-4
On behalf of the City and the project proponent, the final technical reports detailing the results of
the Phase II Testing or Phase III Data Recovery programs shall be submitted to the San
Bernardino Archaeological Information Center of the California Historical Resource Inventory
System for their information and where they would be available to other researchers. As well,
final Phase III Data Recovery Reports shall be submitted to local libraries, schools, and historical
societies to enable the general public to learn about their local cultural heritage.
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