3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

3.4  Cultural Resources

3.4.1 Introduction

Cultural resources as defined by state and federal regulations include tangible buildings,
sites, structures, objects and manuscripts, each of which might have historical, architectural,
archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance. Cultural resources can also be argued to
include traditional places deemed significant by a living group’s perspective or cultural
history. It is possible that such places may not have tangible culturally modified remains or
artifacts present. Evidence for such cultural resources is often found in oral history passed
down from generation to generation. According to National Register Bulletin 38, published
by the National Park Service, one kind of cultural significance a property may possess, and
that may make it eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, is
traditional cultural significance. “Traditional” in this context refers to those beliefs, customs,
and practices of a living community of people that have been passed down through the
generations, usually orally or through practices. The traditional cultural significance of a
historic property, then, is significance derived from the role the property plays in a
community’s historically rooted beliefs, customs, and practices (National Park Service, 1998).

This section presents the affected environment and impacts for cultural resources as a result
of implementing the Proposed Project. Where appropriate, mitigation measures are
proposed that would reduce potential impacts. Alternatives to the Proposed Project are
analyzed in Section 6.

This section is based on cultural resources investigations titled, A Phase I Cultural Resources
Assessment of Liberty Quarry Mining Operation, Riverside County (McKenna et al., 2008; see
Appendix F), Phase I Archaeological Assessment: Cultural Resources Survey and Evaluation for
the Granite Construction Liberty Quarry Project Riverside County (Cooley et al., 2008; see
Appendix F-1), and Cultural Resources Technical Report (ICF Jones & Stokes, 2009; see
Appendix F-2). Note these appendices are confidential and are not included for public
review; they are on file with the County.

3.4.2  Affected Environment

3.4.21 Policy and Regulatory Setting
Federal

National Historic Preservation Act. Federal regulations for cultural resources are primarily
governed by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, which
applies to actions taken by federal agencies. The goal of the Section 106 review process is to
offer a measure of protection to sites that are listed in or determined eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The criteria for determining NRHP eligibility
are found in 36 CFR Part 60. Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to take into
account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties and affords the federal
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on such
undertakings. The council’s implementing regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties,”
are found in 36 CFR Part 800. The NRHP criteria (36 CFR 60.4) are used to evaluate
resources when complying with NHPA Section 106. Those criteria state that eligible
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resources comprise districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association; and at least one
of the following conditions exists for the resource:

e Itis associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the road patterns
of our history.

e Itis associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.

e It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or
that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant distinguishable entity
where components may lack individual distinction.

e Ityielded or may be likely to yield information important to history or prehistory.

The archaeological site evaluation assesses the potential of each site to meet one or more of
the criteria for NRHP eligibility because of visual surface and subsurface evidence

(if available) at each site location, information gathered during the literature and records
searches, and the researcher’s knowledge of and familiarity with the historic or prehistoric
context associated with each site.

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Title 42 USC, Section 1996, protects Native
American religious practices, ethnic heritage sites, and land uses.

Traditional Cultural Property. The term “traditional cultural property” (TCP) is used in the
National Park Services (NPS) Bulletin 38, Guidelines for Evaluating and Documenting
Traditional Cultural Properties and is intended to explain how to identify a property “that is
eligible for inclusion in the National Register because of its association with cultural
practices or beliefs of a living community that a) are rooted in that community’s history, and
b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community.” To be
eligible for inclusion in the National Register, a TCP must meet the criteria for eligibility as a
building, site, structure, object, or district.

State

Public Resources Code. The California Public Resources Code (PRC) and its associated
guidelines require that public agencies that finance or approve public or private projects
must assess the effects of the project on cultural resources. The PRC requires that alternative
plans or mitigation measures be considered if a project would result in significant effects on
important cultural resources. CEQA offers directives regarding impacts on historical
resources and unique archaeological resources, as described below.

Historical Resources. Guidelines in the California Code of Regulations (CCR) define four
ways that a cultural resource may qualify as an historical resource for purposes of CEQA
review and are listed as follows:

e The resource is listed, or determined eligible by the State Historical Resources
Commission for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
(PRC 5024.1; 14 CCR 4850 et seq.).

e The resource is included in a local register of historical resources, as defined by
PRC 5020.1(k), or is identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the
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PRC 5024.1(g) unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not
historically or culturally significant.

The Lead Agency determines the resource to be significant as supported by substantial
evidence in light of the whole record (14 CCR 15064.5[a]).

An object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that 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 an historical resource, provided the Lead
Agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole
record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the Lead Agency to be historically
significant if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR (PRC 5024.1;

14 25 CCR 4852).

A cultural resource may be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR if it meets any one of the
following criteria:

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

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

It 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.

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

Unique Archaeological Resources. In addition to the obligation to consider impacts on
historical resources, the PRC also requires consideration of unique archaeological resources
(PRC Section 21083.2, 14 CCR Section 15064.5). The PRC distinguishes between two classes
of archaeological resources: archaeological resources that meet the definition of historical
resources, and unique archaeological resources. A “unique archaeological resource” is
defined in PRC Section 21083.2(g) as follows:

...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:

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

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

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

ES032009021SCO/3.4 CULTURAL.DOC/ 090980003 34-3
LIBERTY QUARRY DRAFT EIR



3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Local

Riverside County General Plan. The Site is predominately located in Riverside County. This
section provides a summary of the applicable policies, plans, and regulations from the
Riverside County General Plan (Riverside County, 2003a) for cultural resources.

The following policies address cultural resources:

e 0S19.2: Review all proposed development for the possibility of archaeological
sensitivity.

e 0S5 19.3: Employ procedures to protect the confidentiality and prevent inappropriate
public exposure of sensitive archaeological resources when soliciting the assistance of
public and volunteer organizations.

e 0OS19.4: Require a Native American Statement as part of the environmental review
process on development projects with identified cultural resources.

The following policies provide direction for paleontological resources:

e 0OS 19.8: When existing information indicates that a site proposed for development
might contain biological, paleontological, or other scientific resources, a report shall be
filed stating the extent and potential significance of the resources that may exist within
the proposed development and appropriate measures through which the impacts of
development may be mitigated.

e 0S 19.9: When existing information indicates that a site proposed for development
might contain paleontological resources, a paleontologist shall monitor onsite grading
activities, with the authority to halt grading to collect uncovered paleontological
resources, curate any resources collected with an appropriate repository, and file a
report with the planning department documenting any paleontological resources that
are found during onsite grading.

e 0S19.10: Transmit significant development applications subject to CEQA to the
San Bernardino County Museum for review, comment, and/or preparation of
recommended conditions of approval with regard to paleontological resources.

3.4.2.2 Existing Conditions

Environmental Setting

The existing conditions presented in this section are based on information gathered from the
following source:

e Review of existing information
e Coordination with Native Americans
e Field surveys of the Project Site

As a result of these information gathering efforts, historical and ethnographic information,
including specific cultural resources, was collected and is outlined in the following sections.

Review of Existing Information. The review of existing information consisted of record
searches at both the Eastern Information Center (EIC) and the South Coastal Information
Center (SCIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS);
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acquisition of historical maps; and a review of published archaeological, ethnographic, and
historical literature pertinent to the Project Site.

Record searches were conducted at the EIC and SCIC, which maintain the State of California
official records of previous cultural resource studies and known cultural resources in
Riverside and San Diego Counties, respectively. These record searches consulted the state
database of historical resources studies and previously recorded historical resources within
a 1-mile radius of the Project Site. In addition, historic registers were examined including
the NRHP, the California Register of Historic Places, California Points of Historical Interest,
and the California Inventory of Historic Resources.

In addition to records and literature searches, archival research was also conducted using
primary and secondary sources in an effort to identify historically significant people, events,
and resources that might be associated with the Project Site. Resources reviewed included
regional ethnographies, county and city histories, and USGS maps published in 1901, 1942,
and 1948. Ethnographic research was conducted by ethnographer Steve O’Neil in an effort to
identify the nature and extent of resources important to the Pechanga Band of Luisefio
Indians (Pechanga Tribe) as identified in 2007 correspondence from the tribe (Miranda, 2007).

The records searches indicate that 35 cultural resource studies have been previously
conducted within, or within 1 mile of, the Project Site. Of these studies, 18 have covered a
portion of the Proposed Project pipeline corridor along Old US 395.

The previous study (Appendix F; McKenna et al., 2005) resulted in the identification of three
prehistoric archaeological sites (P-33-14892, P-33-14893, and P-33-14894), including a
prehistoric rock art panel (yoni) located at the archaeological site P-33-14893. At the request
of Riverside County, these recorded resources were re-evaluated to assess their status as
cultural features or sites. In addition, correspondence with tribal representatives from the
Pechanga Band of Luisefio Indians resulted in the identification of a TCP associated with the
Luisefio Indians in the Temecula area (Appendix F; Miranda, 2007).

Coordination with Native Americans. In 2005, Paul Macarro of the Pechanga Tribe in
Temecula was contacted, and arrangements were made to have a tribal monitor accompany
the archaeological survey team during the initial Project Site surveys. Consulting
archaeologists contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to inquire
about the presence/absence of known significant Native American resources and to obtain
listings for Native American representatives in Riverside and San Diego Counties that might
provide additional data pertaining to resources in the area. The NAHC provided comments,
indicating that no known cultural sites are located within the Project Site, and a list of
Native American contacts in a letter dated May 12, 2005 (see Appendices F and F-1). Letters
were forwarded to these Native American contacts with requests for data. Letters were
received from the Pala Band of Mission Indians (August 29, 2007, and October 31, 2007); the
Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians (July 2, 2007, and August 30, 2007); and the Pechanga Tribe
(August 31, 2007, and October 18, 2007). The Pechanga Tribe requested a survey of the
additional approximate 100 acres on the east side of the Project Site and additional
assessments of the Project Site, specifically on the cultural sites recorded by McKenna in
2006 (Appendix F). The follow-up surveys by ICF Jones & Stokes were performed in
response to these requests (see Appendices F and F-1 for correspondence).
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Field Survey. Fieldwork for the Proposed Project was conducted at the Project Site by

ICF Jones & Stokes on August 6 and 7, 2008. Of the 414 acres in the Proposed Project
property, 325 acres were previously inventoried for cultural resources (Appendix F). The
remaining 89 acres, proposed as a buffer zone between the Project Site and the adjacent I-15
corridor, were not surveyed because of safety concerns related to the rough terrain
(Appendix F). An additional 11 acres were surveyed consisting of a 50-foot buffer on either
side of the centerline of a proposed alignment for approximately 4,880 feet of new water line
crossing under I-15 and extending northward along Old US 395. Figure 3.4-1 depicts the
cultural resources survey area.

The principal survey method of the study area consisted of systematic pedestrian transects,
most frequently surveyed in parallel 10- or 15-meter intervals. Three existing cultural sites
previously recorded by McKenna et al., (Appendix F) were re-examined to verify the nature
and content of the resources to assist in determining potential significance. As part of the
re-examination, ICF Jones & Stokes evaluated the yoni/rock feature previously identified at
archaeological site P-33-14893, as well as the potential rock shelter and milling slick
respectively identified as archaeological sites P-33-14892 and P-33-14894. This evaluation
included detailed mapping and photograph documentation by qualified ICF Jones & Stokes
cultural resources personnel and rock art expert Ken Hedges. In addition, an expanded
significance context was generated by consultation with tribal members and by contracting
for services with ethnographic consultant, Steven O’Neil.

Historical Information.

Prehistoric Background. Northern San Diego County and western Riverside County are
contained within the San Diego Subregion of the South Coastal Archaeological Region of
California (Moratto, 1984). During the Holocene, evidence from the mainland of the

San Diego Subregion documents human occupation for nearly 10,000 years (Warren et al.,
1998). Some researchers have proposed occupation much earlier than 10,000 years,
beginning prior to the Terminal Pleistocene circa 12,000 Before Present. Although more
cultural sites in North and South America are beginning to be accepted as dating to earlier
times, none have been documented within the region of the Proposed Project. At the Project
Site location, three major prehistoric time periods are generally recognized: the Early
Prehistoric Period, Archaic Period, and the Late Prehistoric Period. These three
archaeological periods also essentially correlate with the Early, Middle, and Late Holocene
in geologic time (Erlandson and Colten, 1991 and Grenda, 1997). During these periods,
several occupation assemblages or cultural patterns are documented for the southern coastal
and near coastal area of Southern California: the San Dieguito complex during the Early
Prehistoric Period, the Milling Stone Horizon/Encinitas tradition and La Jolla/Pauma
complexes during the Archaic Period, and the Shoshonean and Yuman traditions during the
Late Prehistoric Period (Wallace, 1955 and Warren, 1968).
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The San Dieguito complex extended during the Early Prehistoric Period from approximately
10,000 to 8,500 years ago (Warren et al., 1998). The San Dieguito complex appears to have
had a primarily hunting subsistence, as evidenced by the presence of leaf-shaped knives,
crescentics, core hammers, pebble hammerstones, and different scraper types that are
technically similar to the Lake Mojave Western Pluvial Lakes Tradition collections, the
contemporary inland complex (Moratto, 1984). Other researchers see a more diversified
San Dieguito subsistence system as either a developmental state or a precursor to the
subsequent predominantly gathering subsistence model La Jolla/Pauma complexes of the
Encinitas tradition (Bull, 1983; Ezell, 1987; Gallegos, 1985, 1987, 1991; and Koerper et al.,
1991). Little evidence for the San Dieguito complex has been discovered thus far in the
South Coastal Archaeological Region of north San Diego County and southwestern
Riverside County.

During the subsequent Archaic Period of Middle Holocene, Warren (1968) proposed that in
the area of the South Coastal Archaeological Region, the Encinitas tradition (Milling Stone
Horizon) artifact assemblage occurs at a range of coastal and adjacent inland cultural sites,
beginning circa 8,500 years ago and extending essentially unchanged until circa 1,300 years
ago.

Thus, the Encinitas assemblage appears to indicate that a relatively stable, sedentary,
predominantly gathering complex or complexes, possibly associated with one people, were
present in the coastal and immediately inland areas of Southern California for more than
7,000 years (Grenda, 1997 and Warren et al., 1998). Two complexes have been distinguished
in the Encinitas tradition, the La Jolla complex along the coast and the Pauma complex in
the adjacent inland areas (True, 1958 and 1980 and True and Beemer, 1982). These
complexes, however, might reflect differing tools of one people for exploiting two distinct
environments. Also during the Archaic Period in the South Coastal Archaeological Region,
beginning somewhere north of San Diego and extending to Santa Barbara, a fourth cultural
assemblage, variously described as the Intermediate Horizon (Wallace, 1955) or Campbell
tradition (Warren, 1968) has been delineated and distinguished, following the Encinitas
tradition, or Milling Stone Horizon. This assemblage is distinguished from earlier Archaic
Encinitas assemblages by the presence of large projectile points and milling tools such as the
mortar and pestle. Both of these tool types likely indicate a significant addition or shift in
subsistence practices. Warren et al., (1998) noted the presence of these tools in the San Diego
Subregion part of the South Coastal Archaeological Region and, thus, have distinguished
the latter part of the Archaic Period in this area as the Final Archaic Period (which began
approximately 4,800 years ago and continued to approximately 1,300 years ago).

In the Late Holocene, the end of the Encinitas tradition/La Jolla/Pauma complexes and the
beginning of the Late Prehistoric Period, approximately 1,300 years ago, is seen as marked by
a number of rather abrupt changes from earlier periods. In the San Diego area, the Late
Prehistoric Period has recently been described as a time characterized by an “increased
number of sites, many technological innovations, and new patterns in material culture and
belief system” (McDonald and Eighmey, 1998). This description, in fact, aptly describes the
period for the entire South Coastal Archaeological Region. The magnitude of these changes
and the short period of time in which they occurred seem to indicate a significant alteration in
subsistence practices. These changes include changes in ornament and tool types, particularly
the shift from the use of the atlatl to the bow and arrow, an emphasis on shellfish gathering
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along some areas of the coast, an increase in the storage of gathered crops such as acorns and
pinyon nuts, and a shift in settlement pattern (O’Connell et al., 1974).

Ethnographically, the Project Site lies within the territory of the Luisefio, which is derived
from the association of the native populations with the San Luis Rey Mission. The language
of the Shoshonean Luisefio is part of the Cupan groups of the Takic subfamily, a part of the
Uto-Aztecan family. The language of the Yuman Diegueno (Kumeyaay) to the south of the
Project Site derives from an entirely different language group that seems to have been in the
area longer than the Shoshonean groups (Luomala, 1978; Bean and Shipek, 1978; and
Koerper, 1979). Various ethnographers have postulated that, at the time of European
contact, the boundary between the Shoshonean Luisefio and the Kumeyaay extended along
Agua Hedionda Creek and to the east as far as the northern tip of the valley of San Jose, and
extended northeast along the eastern flanks of the Santa Ana Mountains from eastern
Palomar Mountain up the valley of Elsinore to Santiago Peak (Sparkman, 1908; Bean and
Shipek, 1978; and Shipek, 1995). This boundary likely varied through time.

Luisefio subsistence systems and settlement patterns were seasonally based. In winter,
larger kin groups coalesced into a shared habitation village and lived primarily on stored
foods such as acorns. In spring, the winter village group divided into smaller groups, each
occupying a small resource area. Journeys to the coast for shellfish collection might also
have occurred during the spring (White, 1963). This breakup of the village group into family
groups at the end of the winter, after the stored fall crops were depleted, was a normal
occurrence in hunter-gatherer societies and compensated for sparse spring resources, which
generally were harder to find and less plentiful. At the end of summer and beginning of fall,
a secondary base camp, frequently situated near an oak grove, was inhabited for 2 to

3 months for acorn collecting and hunting. These summer-fall camps were also subdivisions
of the primary winter camp, being occupied by small kin subdivisions of the larger group.
True and Waugh (1981 and 1982) propose that sometime during late San Luis Rey I or early
San Luis Rey II times, consolidation to one main principal settlement occurred within the
foraging area of each drainage system. This more concentrated or permanent village pattern
would be consistent with a Luisefio village as described by Oxendine (1983). A likely
example of such a village site, Temeku, is located approximately 2 miles to the north of the
Project Site, where Murrieta and Temecula Creeks converge to form the Santa Margarita
River (McCown, 1955).

Historic Period. Juan Cabrillo was the first European to sail along the coast of California in
1542. In 1602, Sebastian Vizcaino explored the coast of California, mapping the coastline.
Several other explorers followed, but it was not until the founding of the first mission at
San Diego in 1769 that the Historic Period or Mission Period began. The Spanish colonized
present-day California, establishing a system of missions, presidios, and pueblos that lasted
until 1822.

In 1821, Mexico achieved its independence from Spain. Through its federal constitution, the
United Mexican states attempted to recreate itself as a federated republic modeled on the
United States. The mission system, an imperialist remnant, proved incompatible with a
republican system of government, and eventually, the Secularization Act of 1833 was passed
(Bean and Rawls, 1993 and Starr, 2005). Although California’s governor intended for the
lands to be repatriated to the indigenous population, his manifesto was never realized
because his untimely death, combined with a new social institution, the land grant rancho,
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prevented the neophytes from ever recovering mission properties. Between 1835 and 1846,
more than 600 land grants were made in California by the Mexican government (Robinson,
1948; and Starr, 2005). The rancho system practiced mixed-stock raising and commercial
agriculture. Thousands of native inhabitants, separated from their missions and stripped of
their lands, sought wage labor on the ranchos (Starr, 2005).

In the 1840s, tensions between Mexico and the United States culminated in the Mexican
American War (Bean and Rawls, 1993; Hudson, 1989; and Lech, 2004). In 1848, the United
States and Mexico signed the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, ceding to the United States all
Mexican territories north of the Rio Grande (Starr, 2005). This began the American Period in
California.

Gold was discovered in California in 1848, and the Gold Rush began. Emigrants poured into
California. In 1850, California was admitted into the Union. Although mining stimulated the
first growth of American California, agriculture, established during the Gold Rush years,
eventually became the dominant industry in the state (Starr, 2005). In Southern California,
the Gold Rush resulted in a financial boom for Mexican ranchers as the demand for beef and
mutton from northern mining towns increased exponentially. The cattle industry declined
in the 1860s as a result of drought, and the remaining Mexican families were legally or
financially forced to sell off the remaining ranchos to American settlers (Jelinek, 1999). The
development of the transcontinental railroad in the mid-1860s provided new farmers access
to national and international markets, and solidified the American settlement of the West.

|dentified Cultural Resources. Four cultural resources have been identified in, or near, the
Project Site on the basis of literature reviews, coordination with Native Americans, and
cultural resources surveys. In addition, one historic roadway and two archaeological
resources were identified. Table 3.4-1 lists all resources known to be located within or near
the Project Site. Each of the resources is described as follows:

e Site CA-SDI-6001. This cultural site was originally described as two bedrock milling
features. It was not formally evaluated, however, as it is located outside the Project
boundaries (Appendix F-1).

e Site P-33-14892. This cultural site was originally described as a “natural rock shelter”
(Appendix F) with a possible, but highly exfoliated milling slick nearby. This cultural
site was determined to lack a floor and to be too small to have functioned as a shelter
(Appendix F-1). Any object placed into the shelter would be protected from the elements
and be observable from below the shelter; however, no evidence of habitation, use, or
storage was observed at this cultural site (Appendix F-1). Thus, this cultural site was
determined not to be archaeological in nature and not designated eligible for inclusion
on the NRHP or CRHR under any criteria.

e Site P-33-14893. This cultural site was originally described as six mortars, one milling
slick, and two possible yonis (female fertility symbol) (Appendix F). The outcrop
contains depressions in locations throughout its surface, all of which appeared to be the
result of natural weathering and erosion, rather than the result of grinding activities. The
possible yonis were re-evaluated. These features included many of the traditional
aspects of fertility symbols, but did not appear to have been modified by human actions
(Hedges, 2008). Thus, any significance of this cultural site would be likely a result of

ES032009021SCO/3.4 CULTURAL.DOC/ 090980003 34-11
LIBERTY QUARRY DRAFT EIR



3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

tribal interpretation, rather than archaeological or tangible evidence typically necessary
for inclusion on the NRHP or CRHR under any criteria.

e Site P-33-14894. This cultural site was originally described as an isolated grinding slick
(Appendix F). The outcrop that purportedly contained the isolated grinding slick was
located; however, the slick was not located for re-evaluation, and any wear on this
outcrop was determined to be the result of natural weathering and erosion rather than
actual grinding (Appendix F-1). Thus, this cultural site was not designated eligible for
inclusion on the NRHP or CRHR under any criteria due to lack of archaeological
evidence.

e Old US 395. The segment of Old US 395 located within the Project Site (adjacent to the
proposed waterline alignment) has been in use since at least 1947. A road has existed at
this location since 1901. The segment measures approximately 0.5 mile long and is
paved. Although some modification to this segment might have occurred, the integrity
of this resource is considered intact as the continued use of the route maintains its
original use, and the original location, setting, and association remain intact. The
elements contributing to eligibility of Old US 395 exist on the surface of the road and
include both the physical road and the surrounding environment. This 0.5-mile-long
segment dates to 1947, and is considered eligible for listing under Criterion A of the
NRHP, representing a time in United States history when increased automobile use was
transforming the American lifestyle and supporting the burgeoning growth in both
everyday and recreational travel. Notably, California Assembly Concurrent Resolution
98 may designate sections of Highway 395 as “Historic Highway 395.” Because this
resource is considered eligible for listing on the NRHP, it is automatically considered
eligible for listing on the CRHR.

o  Wexéwxi Pu’eska. This cultural site, designated a TCP, is a sheer, northeast-facing
granite hill that is situated on the western slope of Rainbow Canyon and is located
northeast of the Project boundary, facing the Pechanga Reservation. During a field visit
(January 8, 2009), in which Riverside County participated, it was confirmed that this
TCP is located outside the Project boundary. This cultural site represents a locality that
is specifically described in Luisefio cosmology. Literally translated, this is “where the
rock cries.” The phrase is a description of the water-stained patina left behind on a
prominent granite rock (Miranda, 2007). The Wexéwxi Pu’eska is one of the Kaamalam, the
First People born of Mother Earth (Tomayowit) at the creation that left Temecula to seek
food and shelter upon the death of their chief and “father” Wuyoot. This particular
Kaamalam personage was transformed into rock and is located on a hillside where its
presence would be known to the people (O’'Neil, 2008). Additionally, this TCP is well
documented in both local ethnographic literature and historical accounts of the local
Luisefio people (Appendix F-1).

¢ Rainbow Canyon Camp. Rainbow Canyon Camp, also called the “1870s Diaspora
Settlement” (O’'Neil, 2008), is located at the northern boundary of the Project Site, with
the southern portion of the camp located within the buffer area of the Project Site. This
camp, which is a TCP, is one of the locations the Luisefio retreated to in the 1870s when
they were forced to leave historical Temecula. In 1875, landowners Murrieta, Saujaro,
and Pujol requested that the sheriff remove all Indians from the portions of their lands.
These lands were a part of the Little Temecula Rancho, granted to Pablo Apis, Sr., a
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Mission San Luis Rey neophyte. The land had been eventually sold off to the
aforementioned landowners. When the historical Village of Temecula was dismantled,
and the people residing on the land were evicted, some of the residents went to the
western hills near the mouth of the Wolf Valley (O’Neil, 2008). The removal of the
Luisefio from the historical Village of Temecula is one of the seminal events among the
local Luisefio people, and the ability to see the places where their great grandparents
lived maintains this history (O'Neil, 2008). One of the temporary settlement areas to
which the Luisefio retreated was an area with water and oak groves in the upper portion
of Rainbow Canyon, the southern portion of which is located within the Project Site.
Additionally, this TCP is well documented in both local ethnographic literature and
historical accounts of the local Luisefio people (Appendix F-1).

TABLE 3.4-1
Known Cultural Resources within the Project Boundaries
Liberty Quarry Environmental Impact Report, Riverside County, California

Site Number/ Date Formally
Designation Site Type Status Evaluated/Listed
CA-SDI-6001 Two bedrock milling features Not evaluated® Not applicable
33-14892 Storage cache Not eligible 2008
33-14893 Six mortars, one milling slick, and two possible yonis Not eligible 2008
33-14894 One milling slick Not eligible 2008
Old US 395 A 0.5-mile-long segment of Old US 395 that has Eligible 2008
been in use since at least 1947
Wexéwxi Pu'eska  Location facing the Pechanga Reservation to the Eligible Not applicable”
Landform east, which is thought to be near the Luisefio Tribe’s
Traditional Cultural ancestral place of creation
Property
Rainbow Canyon Represents the location where some Luisefios are Eligible Not applicable®
Camp Traditional believed to have settled after expulsion from the

Cultural Property historical Village of Temecula

®This resource was not evaluated because it is located outside the area of direct impacts.
e Project Site visits were conducted in 2008.
Sources: McKenna et al., 2008; Cooley et al., 2008; Miranda, 2007; O’Neil, 2008; and Hedges, 2008

The following types of cultural resources would not be impacted by the Proposed Project:

e Historical architecture. The Project Site is located in undeveloped portions of Riverside
and San Diego Counties and within an Historic Resources Area identified in the
Riverside County General Plan (Riverside County, 2003a). The Project Site is currently
vacant, and there are no existing structures.

e Paleontological resources. Paleontological resources are the fossilized remains of
organisms that lived in the region in the geologic past, and are important in the
development of the region, as the majority of these species are now extinct. Like
archaeological sites, paleontological finds are nonrenewable resources and potential
sources of scientific information. They are found primarily in sedimentary rock deposits.
The Project Site is entirely composed of exposures of plutonic igneous rocks. The County
Paleontological Sensitivity Resources map (Figure OS-8 in the Riverside County
Integrated Project General Plan [RCIP, 2003]) determined that there is a low potential for
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finding paleontological resources. No known vertebrate fossil localities from rocks
within the Project Site are on file with the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles
County. Plutonic rocks comprise the entirety of the Project Site and do not contain
vertebrate, invertebrate, or plant fossils (Appendix F).

3.4.3  Standards of Significance

Criteria for determining the significant impacts associated with cultural resources have been
developed in accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and threshold
considerations established by Riverside County. For purposes of this EIR, the Proposed
Project would have a significant impact on cultural resources if it would result in any of the
following:

e Historical resources
— Alter or destroy an historical site

— Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as
defined in CCR 15064.5

e Archaeological resources
— Alter or destroy an archaeological site

— Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
as defined in CCR 15064.5

— Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside formal cemeteries
— Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area

¢ Paleontological resources
— Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature

3.44  Methodology

In applying the above standards of significance to the Proposed Project, the following
general methodology was used:

e Identify cultural resources, including traditional cultural properties

o Evaluate the significance of resources

e Evaluate the effects of a project on all resources

e Develop measures to mitigate the effects of the project only on significant resources

In the present case, identification and evaluation efforts were made for all cultural resources
within the Project Site. These efforts included archival research; consultation with an
ethnographer; consultation with a rock art scholar; field survey; consultation with the
NAHC, Native American tribes, and individuals; and evaluation of cultural resources
present within the Project Site. Consultation with interested Native American tribes is
ongoing.
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The potential for paleontological resources to occur within the Project Site was determined
on the basis of available paleontological monitoring reports and the geological formations
that underlie the Project Site.

Impacts to cultural resources are analyzed in the context of the existing information
available for the Project Site, which includes historical information, relevant studies and
reports, field surveys, ethnographical studies, and Native American consultation. This
information is assessed against the Riverside County threshold considerations.

The cultural resources investigation performed by McKenna (2008) surveyed approximately
325 acres of the 414 acres. The remaining 89 acres, proposed as a buffer zone between the
Project Site and the adjacent I-15 corridor, was not surveyed because of safety concerns
related to the rough terrain. The Phase I Archaeological Assessment by ICF Jones & Stokes
surveyed the remaining 89-acre buffer area (95 percent of the acreage exceeds 23 percent
slope). An additional 11 acres were also surveyed, consisting of a 50-foot buffer on either
side of the centerline of a proposed alignment for approximately 4,880 feet of new water line
crossing under I-15 and extending northward along Old US 395. Only the portion of this
alignment along Old US 395 was intensively surveyed during this study. The three cultural
sites previously recorded by McKenna et al., (2005 and 2008) were also investigated to
identify fully the nature of the resources and to assist in determining potential significance
as requested by the county archaeologist and correspondence from the Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Indians (Pechanga Tribe).

The determination of the significance of impacts is based on the potential for the Proposed
Project to destroy or alter any of the characteristics that render a resource eligible for listing
in the NRHP, CRHR, or render any cultural resource unique or significant. This
determination could apply to portions of resources that are not visible above ground. In this
situation, a potentially significant impact might result from disturbing subsurface soils
where there is a high probability for detecting archaeological data that could be important
to history. In addition, if the existing environmental setting is an important component for
determining a resource to be historical or unique, then disturbance altering the
environmental setting could be considered a potentially significant impact, despite the fact
that the physical constituents of the resource remain unaltered.

345 Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact Cultural Resources (CR)-1: The Proposed Project could alter or destroy an historical
site.

Impact: Less than significant.

The Proposed Project could result in damage to or destruction of Old US 395 as a result of
offsite infrastructure installation. This historical highway is considered eligible for listing on
the NRHP under Criterion A; thus, it is also considered eligible for listing on the CRHR.

Notwithstanding its eligibility, which is derived from the continued use of the route in its
original location, setting, and association, the highway has been subject to regular
maintenance and periodic upgrades over time. And the proposed installation of a pipeline
adjacent to the highway would not affect the continued eligibility of the highway for listing
on the NRHP or CRHR.
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Impacts to continued use of Old US 395 will not result from the Proposed Project installation
of infrastructure; therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact CR-2: The Proposed Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource as defined in CCR 15064.5.

Impact: Less than significant.

As previously discussed, the Proposed Project will require the installation of offsite
infrastructure improvements adjacent to Old US 395, which is considered eligible for listing
under the NRHP and the CRHR.

Old US 395 derives its historic significance from its continued use in its original location,
setting, and association. The Proposed Project installation of offsite infrastructure adjacent
to Old US 395 will not affect its continued use; therefore, no impacts are anticipated.

Mitigation: None required.
Impact CR-3a: The Proposed Project could alter or destroy an archaeological site.
Impact: Potentially significant.

The Proposed Project could result in damage to or destruction of as-yet-undiscovered
archaeological resources during construction, excavation, or reclamation activities. Impacts
to archaeological resources most often occur as the result of excavation, grading, and other
earth-moving activities. Undiscovered archaeological resources are presumed to be eligible
for listing on the NRHP prior to evaluation; therefore, this impact is considered to be
potentially significant.

Mitigation: Mitigation Measure CR-3a: Prior to grading activities, the Proposed Project
proponent shall retain a Riverside County certified archaeological monitor and tribal
monitors from the Pechanga Cultural Resources Department. The archaeological monitor
and tribal monitors shall monitor all grading down to 5 feet in depth for the mining pit area,
all trenching, grubbing, rock removal, and areas where conventional mass grading will
occur, including archaeological testing. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(f),
“provisions for historical or unique archaeological resources accidentally discovered during
construction” shall be instituted. If any prehistoric or historical subsurface cultural resources
are discovered during ground-disturbing activities, all work within 100 feet of the resources
shall be halted; and Applicant shall consult with Riverside County and a qualified
archaeologist (as approved by the county) to assess the significance of the find according to
guidelines. If any find is determined to be significant, Riverside County representatives and
the qualified archaeologist shall meet to determine the appropriate avoidance measures or
other appropriate mitigation. In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the
consulting archaeologist to mitigate impacts to historical resources or unique archaeological
resources, Riverside County would determine whether avoidance is feasible, considering
factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, tribal consultation, and other
considerations. If avoidance is infeasible, other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery)
would be implemented. Work may proceed on other parts of the Project Site while
mitigation for historical resources or unique archaeological resources is performed. All
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significant cultural materials that are recovered shall be, at the discretion of the consulting
archaeologist, in consultation with the Pechanga Tribe, subject to scientific analysis,
professional museum curation, and documentation in accordance with current professional
standards.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.
Impact CR-3b: The Proposed Project could alter or destroy an archaeological site.
Impact: Less than significant.

Initial field investigations conducted in conjunction with this analysis identified a total of
four potential archaeological resources on and immediately adjacent to the Project Site.

Upon further investigation and consultation with tribal monitors, it was concluded that
three of the sites were not archaeological in nature and, therefore, did not qualify as
historical resources under CEQA Guideline Section 15064.5. Specifically, the rock shelter
identified at site P-33-14892 was determined to be too small and lacked the necessary floor
area needed to function as a shelter. Site P-33-14893, the potential yoni location and related
mortar and milling slick, were determined to be the result of natural weathering and
erosion. Therefore, it was concluded that this site was not archaeological in nature. Finally,
upon further investigation, site P-33-14894, which was purported to contain a milling slick,
was also determined to be the result of weathering and erosion and, therefore, did not
represent an actual milling site.

The fourth site, CA-SDI-6001, was not analyzed for eligibility on the NRHP or CRHR
because it is located in an area of the property identified for preservation as a buffer. As a
result, the Proposed Project construction and operation would not alter this resource.

Given the above, the Proposed Project would not substantially alter or destroy an
archaeological site, and the Proposed Project impacts are considered to be less than
significant.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact CR-4: The Proposed Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource as defined in CCR 15064.5.

Impact: Less than significant.

No recorded significant (NRHP-eligible) archaeological resources are within the Project Site;
therefore, alterations caused by the Proposed Project would not cause adverse changes in
the significance of an archaeological resource.

Mitigation: None required.

Impact CR-5: The Proposed Project could disturb human remains, including those interred
outside formal cemeteries.

Impact: Potentially significant.

The Proposed Project could result in an inadvertent discovery of undiscovered prehistoric
or historic human remains during the construction and operational phases. Although the
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Project Site and adjacent offsite infrastructure locations do not contain any known formal
cemetery or burial facilities, indications are that humans have occupied this portion of
Riverside and San Diego Counties for at least 10,000 years; and it is not always possible to
predict where human remains might occur outside of cemeteries.

Therefore, construction, infrastructure development, and mineral extraction activities might
yield or disturb human remains that might not be interred in marked, formal burials, thus
resulting in potentially adverse impacts. This impact is considered to be potentially
significant.

Mitigation: Mitigation Measure CR-5: If human remains are discovered, all work would
stop near the find; and the county coroner would be notified, in accordance with

Section 7050.5 of California’s Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined to be
Native American, the coroner would notify the Native American Heritage Commission; and
the procedures outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(d) and (e) would be followed.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact CR-6: The Proposed Project could restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area.

Impact: Potentially significant.

During the Native American consultation, local tribal representatives indicated that two
cultural areas, Wexéwxi Pu’eska and Rainbow Canyon Camp, are located within or adjacent
to the Project Site.

Given the location of these areas within the Proposed Project proposed buffer zone or
adjacent to the Proposed Project boundary, no direct impacts are anticipated.

Indirect impacts as the result of visual changes, noise, lighting, vibration, and access could
potentially affect the environmental setting near these culturally significant areas. In this
sense, alteration of the environmental setting is considered a potentially significant impact
upon intangible traditional cultural values associated with tribal oral history and
cosmology, despite the fact that the physical constituents of the resource remain unaltered.

While project-related activities have some potential to increase accessibility to these areas,
which, in turn, could increase the opportunity for vandalism or illicit collection within
Wexéwxi Pu’eska and Rainbow Canyon Camp, the project location in an area of steep slopes
and rugged terrain significantly limits pedestrian and completely precludes vehicle access.
The project safety plan (see Section 2.7.8) contains measures that will reduce access to the
project area using trespass and warning signage, fencing, locked gates, and construction of a
6-foot-high safety berm along the pit rim with warning signs during and after completion of
mining activities. Although the potential for indirect impacts related to vandalism or
increased accessibility is considered very low, the potential for indirect impacts is
considered to be potentially significant.

Mitigation: Mitigation Measure CR-6a: Prior to grading activities, the Proposed Project
proponent shall retain a Riverside County certified archaeological monitor and tribal
monitors from the Pechanga Cultural Resources Department. The archaeological monitor
and tribal monitors shall monitor all grading down to 5 feet in depth for the mining pit area,
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all trenching, grubbing, rock removal, and areas where conventional mass grading will
occur, including archaeological testing. Tribal monitors shall also have the authority to stop
and redirect grading activities in consultation with the project archaeologist, if archeological
artifacts or human remains are found. Grading in that area shall not recommence until the
cultural resource has been properly recorded, evaluated and mitigated pursuant to the
provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 described for Mitigation Measure CR-5.

Mitigation Measure CR-6b: Riverside County shall require cultural resources-sensitivity
training for all project personnel prior to construction or operations at the Project Site. All
personnel shall be informed regarding the potential for discoveries of cultural resources
during initial implementation of the proposed Project, and an archaeologist selected from
the County's list of approved archaeological consultants and a Pechanga Tribe
representative shall provide sensitivity training to all workers regarding the appropriate
responses to such discoveries. The orientation would include a brief history of the Project
Area, the regulatory context of archaeological work, the reasons for monitoring, a
description of the kinds of cultural resources that might be encountered during
construction, cultural sensitivity awareness, and the procedures if there is a discovery.

Mitigation Measure CR-6c: The County and the Applicant will coordinate with the
Pechanga Tribe through the Tribe’s Chairperson and the Pechanga Cultural Resources
Department to retaining a professional ethnographic consultant to perform a detailed
recordation of Wexéwxi Pu’eska and Rainbow Canyon Camp. The recordation will commence
prior to construction and will include photographic documentation of pre- and post-
construction conditions. Periodic inspections, as agreed to with the Pechanga Tribe, will be
conducted during ongoing operations. Because portions of the cultural sites are located on
land managed by Bureau of Land Management, an archaeologist holding the appropriate
BLM cultural resources use permit and fieldwork authorization as well as listed on the
Riverside County-approved list will conduct these inspections. If inspections identify
adverse physical impacts to this cultural site from mining activity, appropriate protection
measures such as perimeter fencing will be required to be installed and cultural resources-
sensitivity training will be repeated for all project personnel. Additional research and
interviews with tribal members might also be required to complete the pre- and
post-construction recordation, at the discretion of the Pechanga Tribe. The information
gathered as a result of field, interview, and research tasks shall be compiled into a report.
The Pechanga Tribe will have the right to determine the dissemination of the report.
Detailed recordation of Wexéwxi Pu’eska and Rainbow Canyon Camp in this manner will
create a photographic and documentary record of each traditional cultural property prior to
construction of the Proposed Project.

Mitigation Measure CR-6d: To eliminate the potential for any indirect “edge effects”
associated with quarry operations, Applicant shall establish a 400-foot-wide buffer zone
along the northern boundary of the Project Site, adjacent to Wexéwxi Pu’eska and Rainbow
Canyon Camp. Applicant shall not conduct ground-disturbance activities within 400 feet of
the northern boundary of the Project Site adjacent to Wexéwxi Pu’eska and Rainbow Canyon
Camp. Consistent with the Urban Wildlife Interface Guidelines (UWIG) measures identified
in Section 3.3, this buffer zone will protect these traditional cultural properties by reducing
edge effects caused by project-related impacts (e.g., noise, lighting, and air impacts). This
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buffer zone shall be protected and managed through the establishment of conservation
easements described in Mitigation Measure BIO-1b (1).

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact CR-7: The Proposed Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geological feature.

Impact: Less than significant.

The Proposed Project would not have an impact on paleontological resources, sites, or
unique geologic features. The Proposed Project is situated in an area composed entirely of
exposures of plutonic rocks. As noted above, the County Paleontological Sensitivity
Resources map (Figure OS-8 in the RCIP 2003) determined that there is a low potential for
finding paleontological resources. As such, no vertebrate fossil localities are known within
the Project Site, and no fossils are expected to be found during the excavations and earth-
moving activities during construction of the Proposed Project. Moreover, field surveys
failed to identify any unique geologic features on or adjacent to the Project Site. Thus, there
would be no impact to paleontological resources as a result of Proposed Project construction
and operation.

Mitigation: None required.

3.4-20 ES032009021SCO/3.4 CULTURAL.DOC/ 090980003
LIBERTY QUARRY DRAFT EIR



	F3.04-1 Cultural Res Area.pdf
	Page 1


