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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BetweenAugust2020and June 2021at the request @@ambridgeHomes CRM TECH performed a

Phase llarchaeologicalestingand evaluationprogramon two prehistoric site within the prgosed
Diamond Valley Partners Self Storageject areawhich encompassespproximately5.8 acres of
vacant rural land near thenincorporated community of Winchester, Riverside County, California
Composedf a total ofthree existing parcelAs s essor 0 s 030019,e000, AMd0R1), 466
the project ares located at theouthwest corner of Winchester Road (State Ro8ited Newport

Road in the northeast quarter $&ction 4, T6S R2W, San Bernardino Baseline and Meridian

The present study is a part of the environmental review process for the proposed project, which entails
the construction oé self-storage facility with drivaup access and a gasoline station with associated
car wash and convenience store. heguired by the lead agency for the project, namely the County
of Riverside, in compliance with provisions of the California EnvirortiadeQuality Act (CEQA) on

the protection of significant cultural resourceBhe purpose of this study is to assist the County in
assessing the significance of Sites 380dnd 3663L (temporary designatignpending assignment

of official site numbegonce the California Historical Resources Information System resumes normal
operationand deter mining whether they qualify as
Identified duringan earlierPhase | survepf the project areand a subsequent fieldspection by
Riverside County Archaeologidtieather Thomsagnrespectively both of these sitegonsist of
prehistoric bedrock milling features with no surface artefactual component.

The project areéalls within the overall boundary of a prehistoric areblagical distric(33-014370

in the California Historical Resources Inventgrwhich is composed of more than 100 sites and
isolates in and around two ridge systems lying to the southwest of Winchester. Because of the
important archaeological data thlaése sites had yielded and held the potential to yield on prehistoric
land use patterns, the district was previously determined to be eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resource$hetwo sitesfoundwithin the projecboundariesepresenpart of

the regional habitation and subsistence patterns dfuisefiopeople.

The testing program was designed to explore the horizontal and vertical extents-af8603363

1 and thereby to determine if tis#tes hold the potential for new and important archaeological
information regarding Native American lifeways. In an effort to ascertain whether the sites had intact
deposits of associated artifacts, CRM TECH performed a series of standard Phase dlaayiclahe

field procedures, including 1&urvey of the sites, surface sweeps, and the excavation of testAgits.

a result otheseresearch proceduresiditional slicks were found and recorded on the milling feature

at Site3363 1, butno artifacts wereecovered from the surface or subsurface contdghersite

In light of thar lack of a substantial artifactual depoghis study concludes that Sites 36D4nd
36631 do notappear eligible fomdividual listing in the California Register dfistorical Resources

and neither of the sitelemonstrateany special qualities, in comparison to the numerous similar sites
in the surrounding area and throughout western Riverside County, to be considenggLie
archaeological resourceAs contribting elemerd of 33-014370,both sitesmeet the statutory
definition of sfidhi sHooweivcearl, rtehseo uarrcceh a eshhsdeen ¢ a |



exhausted througtheir recordation into theCalifornia Historical Resourcelsiventory and the test
excavations.

Based on theseonsiderationsthe present study further concludes ttig potential impact of the
proposed project othese sitesand thereby on the archaeological distrids been adequately
mitigated through th archaeological investigations completed to.dAtesuch, itvould not constitute

a fAsubstanti al adver se change®14370, putshant tosPR@Q n i f
§21084.1 and 85020.1(gNevertheless, given the archaeological sensitofityre project location, it

is recommended that all eamtoving operations associated wittie project be monitored by a
gualified archaeologist and a Native American monitdrw$efioheritage.

Additionally, it is recommended th@troject impact orthe bedrock milling features &ites 36041

and 33631 be avoided during the project if possiblé.theimpact cannot be avoidethe feasibility

of relocating the milling features to a permanent open space area predetermined and designated on ¢
confidential mapshould be explored by the project proponent, the project archaeologist, aladitiee
American representativeUnder these conditions, CRM TECHrtherrecommends that the project

may be cleared to proceed in compliance with CEQA provisiomsikbural resources.
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INTRODUCTION

Between August 2020 and June 2021, at the requ&srabridge HomesCRM TECH performed a
Phase Il archaeological testing and evaluation program on two prehistoric sites within the proposed
Diamond Valley Partners Self Storgg®ject areawhich encompasses approximatBl§ acres of

vacant rural land near the unincorgid community of Winchester, Riverside County, California

(Figs. 1, 2). Composed of a total of thr eedb0)Xi-sting
020, and021), the project area is located at sbethwest corner of Winchester Road (State &out

79) and Newport Roadhn the northeast quarter 8tction 4, T6S R2W, San Bernardino Baseline

and Meridian(Fig. 2).

Thepresent studis a part of the environmental review process for the proposed pmwfach

entails the construction af selfstarage facility with driveup access and a gasoline station with
associated car wash and convenience stibiis required by the lead agenftyr the projectnamely

the County of Riverside, in compliance with provisions of the California EnvironmentatyQaet

(CEQA; PRC 821000, et sgmpn the protection of significant cultural resources. The purpose of

this study is to assist the County in assessing the significance of Sites 8664663l (temporary
designations, pending assignment of officia¢ sitmber®nce the California Historical Resources
Information System resumes normal opergtionand det er mi ni ng whet her t
resources, 0 as defined by CEQA.

Identified during an earlier Phase | survey of the project(d@aget al. 202) and a subsequent
field inspection by Riverside County Archaeolodi&ather Thomsonmgspectively, both of these
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sites consist of prehistoric bedrock milling features with no surface artefactual compbinent.
testing program was designed to explore the horizontal and verticals{t@86041 and 336-1
and thereby to determine if the sites hold the potential for new and important archaeological
information regarding Native American lifeways.

In an effort to ascertain whether the sites had intact deposits of associated artifacts, CRM TECH
performeda series of standard Phase Il archaeological field procedures, includingyeg of the

sites, surface sweeps, and the excavation of test dmitsfollowing report is a complete account of

the methods, results, and final conclusion of the studysoReel who participated in these research
procedures are named in the appropriate sections below, and their qualifications are provided in
Appendix 1

SETTING
NATURAL SETTING

The project area is locateear the base @f series of rocky hillgo the south of the small town of
Winchester, which extends generally easst across th8an Jacinto Plairendseparat the Perris
andSan Jacint&/alleys on the north from thdenifee, Paloma, and Domenigoni Valleys on the
sauth. Natural landscapsen theregion feature broad valleys divided by groups of rolling hills and
rocky knolls,and he environment is characterized by its temperate Mediterranean climate, with
seasonal average temperatures ranging bet@&and 90 degrees Fahrenheit. Rainfatipically
less than 20 inches annualiyost of which occurs between November and April

Situated in what was once Ri v enojectagas siCounded y 0 s
mostly by undeveloped land, with a sparsely populaieal neighborhood to the west. Diamond

Valley Lake, a humamade reservoir, is located roughly one mile to the east. The ground surface in
the project area has been disturbed by past development and construction activities along the
adjacent public roadays, especially Winchester Road, a local thoroughfare. Dirt roads, concrete
foundations from demolished buildings, and remnants of block walls are found over much of the
property, and large piles of construction and landscaping debris, mainly corageterits, are

found in the southern halFig. 3) Graniticoutcropsdot the landscape in the southwest corner and
the central portion.

Figure3. Aerial view of theproject area Left to the southright: to the north (Photograptitaken onJunel2, 2020
from a drong



Elevatiors inthe project areeange around 1,520,580 feet above mean sea level. Except on a

hillside in the southwest corner, ttegrainis relatively level, with a gradual incline to the south.

The surface soils are of medium brown, fiteecoarsegrained sands containing decomposing

granite. Dense vegetatiooovers the northern and muehthesouthern portion of the property.
Lands@ping trees such as eucalyptus, pepper, and palm are found in and around the previously
developed areas. The rest of the vegetation is generally representative of the coastal sage scrub plan
community, including native species such as sagebrush, budkwbea mullein, fiddleneck, and
brittlebush as well as naturalized species such as Russian thistle, mastardmile and ruderal

grasses.

CULTURAL SETTING
Prehistoric Context

The oldest prehistoric sites currently found in Riverside County dattel@éastL0,000 years ago. The
term Aprehistoric per i ardval ofmnalihdansswhenddtive IHegvays i me
and traditions in the region remained relatiielact and viable. In th&/inchesterarea, foreign

influences profoundly changedahive lifeways during the late 1700s signifying the beginning of the
Ahi storic period. o Straddl ed between prehist
time when the presence of Europeanséarby areas began impactingtiMe cultures.

The earliest evidence of human occupation in western Riverside County was discovered below the
surface of an alluvial fan in the northern portion of the Lakeview Masitaverlooking the San

Jacinto Valley, with radiocarbon dates clustering around 9,500 B.P. (Horne and McDougall 2008).
Another site found near the shoreline of Lake Elsinore, close to the confluence of Temescal Wash
and the San Jacinto River, yieldediiocarbon dates between 8,000 and 9,000 B.P. (Grenda 1997).
Additional sites with isolated Archaic dart points, bifaces, and other associated lithic artifacts from
the same age range have been found in the nearby Cajon Pass area of San Bernardino County,
typically atop knolls with good viewsheds (Basgall and True 1985; Goodman and McDonald 2001;
Goodman 2002; Milburn et al. 2008).

The cultural history of southern California has been summarized into numerous chronologies,
including those developed by Chaff and Chartkoff (1984), Warren (1984), and others.

Specifically, the prehistory of western Riverside County has been addresséddnnéll et al.

(1974), McDonald et al. (1987), Keller and McCarthy (1989), Grenda (1993), Goldberg (2001), and
Horne and McDougall (2008). Although the beginning and ending dates of different cultural
horizons vary regionally, the general framework of the prehistory of western Riverside County can
be broken into three primary periods:

1 Paleoindian Period (ca. 18®9,000 B.P.): Native peoples of this period created spearhead
bases designed to be hafted to wooden shafts. The distinctive method of thinning bifaces and
spearhead preforms by removing long, linear flakes leave diagnostic Paleoindian markers at tool
making sites. Other artifacts associated with the Paleoindian toolkit include choppers, cutting
tools, retouched flakes, and perforators. Sites from this period are very sparse across the
landscape and most are deeply buried.



1 Archaic Period (ca. 9,000,500 B.P.): Archaic sites are characterized by abundant lithic scatters
of considerable size with many biface thinning flakes, bifacial preforms broken during
manufacture, and wethade groundstone bowls and basin metates. As a consequence of making
dart ponts, many biface thinning waste flakes were generated at individual production stations,
which is a diagnostic feature of Archaic sites.

1 Late Prehistoric Period (ca. 1,500 Bd@ntact): Sites from this period typically contain small
lithic scatters fronthe manufacture of small arrow points, expedient groundstone tools such as
tabular metates and unshaped manos, wooden mortars with stone pestles, acorn or mesquite bear
granaries, ceramic vessels, shell beads suggestive of extensive trading netwatestaad
implements such as pipes and arrow shaft straighteners.

Ethnographic Context

The Winchester ardaas long been a part tife traditional territory of the Luisefio, a Taldpeaking
people whosterritory extended from preseday Riverside to &ondido and Oceansideith the

nearby Temecula Valley at its geographical center. According to most schemes, the area belonged
to the Late Prehistoric San Luis Rey Complex, which has been equated with the Luisefio (True
1966) The San Luis Rey Complexak been divided into San Luis Rey | and San Luis Rey I, dating
to 14001750 and 175A850A.D., respectively, overlapping the Protohistoric and early Historic
Periods. The leading anthropological scholarship on Luisefio culture and history includes Kroebe
(1925), Strong (1929), and Bean and Shipek (19T&g following ethnohistoric discussion is based
primarily on these sources

The named_uisefioderived from Mission San Luis Rey, which held jurisdiction over most of the
Luisefio territory during thdission Period Prior to European contact, theisefio may have been
known asPuyumkowitchumm o r i We sot Laiseffio hipt@yg as reeorded in traditional songs,
tells the creation story from the birth of the first people kd@nalam to the sicknss, death, and
cremation ofWiyoat, the most powerful and wise one, at Lake Elsindriee Luiseficsociety was

based ormutonomous lineages or kin groups, which represented the basic political unit améng mos
southern California Indians. a€h Luisefio linage possessed a permanent base camp, or village, on
the valley floor and another in the mountain regions for acorn collection. Luisefio villages were
made up of family members and relatives, usually located in sheltered canyons or neaunatar
sources bwater, alwaysn proximity tosubsistence resources.

Luisefiosubsistence wadefined by the surrounding landscape, exploitiegrly all of the resources
available in a highly developed seasonal mobility systeatiuding cultivating and gathering wild
plants, fishing, and huntingThey collected seeds, roots, wild berries, acorns, wild grapes,
strawberries, wild onions, andigkly pear cacti, and hunted deer, elks, antelopes, rabbits, wood rats,
and a variety of insects. Bows andoavs, rabbit sticks, traps, nets, clubs, and dimgere the main
hunting tools.Each lineage had exclusive hunting and gathering rights ingie@urement ranges.
These boundaries were respected and only crossed with permission.

As the landscape defined their subsistence practices, the tending and cultivation practices of the
Luisefohelped shape the landscape. The practice of controllethgwhchaparral and oak

woodland areas created an open countryside with more accessible foraging material for animals,
which in turn led to more successful hunting. It also increased the ease with which plant foods could



be gathered and prevented-oticontrol wildfires by eliminating dead undergrowth before it
accumulated to dangerous levels. Coppicing, or trimming plants to the ground, resulted in straighter
growth for basketry and arremaking materials. Granitic outcroppings were used for pouratidg
grinding nuts and seeds, which left their mark in the resulting bedrock milling features, the most
common archaeological remains found in the region.

It is estimated that when Spanish colonization of Alta California began in 1769, the Luisefio had
appioximately 50 active villages with an average population of 200 each, although other estimates
place the total Luisefio population at 4,8000 (Bean and Shipek 1978:557). Some of the villages
were forcefully moved to the Spanish missions, while others \aegely left intact. Ultimately,

Luisefio population declined rapidly after European contact because of harsh living conditions at the
missions and, later, on the Mexican ranchos, where the Native people often worked as seasonal
ranch handsas well agliseases such as smallpox.

After the American annexation of Alta California, the large number ofiative settlers further
eroded the foundation of traditional Luisefio society. During the latter half of the 19th century,
almost all of the remaininguisefio villages were displaced, their occupants eventually rehtove
the various reservations includiggboba, Pechanga, and RaGurrently, language and ceremonies
are being revitalized, and some groups have taken to using ethnographic terms such as
Puyumkowitchunto refer to themselves

Protohistoric Context (1500s to 1750)

The presence of Europeandhe regiorundoubtedly began to change Native American lifeways.

Even before 1542, wheluan Rodriguez Cabrilleaid to be searching for a northwest passage to

Spain, visited Alta California, the presence of Spaniards in Mexico had to have had some impact on
Native people in California. After Cabrill ob
thecoast and Russian fur traders began moving down the coast of northern California and, by 1765,
were as far south as tRarallon Islands off the coast of San Francisco. The periodic visits ard long
distance presence would have reinforced rumors andrdgritaitiated ideological changes. Any

material goods, especially introduced technologies, whether rumored or actually traded, would have
also induced some changes.

Partiallybecause of the presence of the Russians, in &géhestablishedission Sa Diego de

Alcala and thus began the physical presence of Europeans in southern California. During this
Protohistoric period, several developments in Native American cultures, including changes in
material culture and settlement strategies, took plaees(@nd Waugh 1982). This transition

coincided with the establishment of Jesuit missions in upper Baja California Sur and Spanish
explorations into western Arizona near the confluence of the Salt and Gila Rivers. These changes in
native lifeways may havieeen the result of population pressures, increased movement of people
away from areas occupied by Europeans, new material goods being traded through the area, new
technologies and consumer goods being spread, introduced diseaethrdsuch factors.

Historic Context

In the presentlay State oCalifornia,thesec al | ed A hi st ori cwithbtbe i odo be
establishment dflission San Diegale Alcala For several decades after that, Spanish colonization



activities were largely confined todltoastal regions and left little impact on the arid hinterland of
the territory. Although the first explorers, including Pedro Fages and Juan Bautista de Anza,
traveled through the San Jacinto Plains as early asll77Beck and Haase 1974:1%)0
Europeans were known to have settled in the vicinity untietmby 19th century.

During most of the Spanish and Mexican Periods in the history of Alta California, what is now the
southwestern portion of Riverside County was nominally a part of the ex¢dasiy holdings of

Mission San Luis Rey, which was established near pressnOceanside in 1798. Beginning in

1834, during secularization of the mission system, all mission lands were surrendered to the Mexican
authorities in Alta California and werelsequently divided and granted to prominent citizens of the
province. In the nearby Temecula and San Jacinto Valleys, a number of large land grants were
created in the 1830K340s. The Winchester area, however, was not included in any of them, and

thus emained public land when Alta California was annexed by the United States in 1848.

The first Euroamerican settlers began arriving in the San Jacinto Plains in the late 1860s, and settled
mostly around San Jacinto, the oldest-hmtian community in tharea. In the 1880s, during a land

boom that swept through much of southern California, other settlements such as Perris, Hemet, and
Valle Vista sprang up across the San Jacinto Plains. Closer to the project area, the town of
Winchester was founded in 188&nd by 1890 had a population of 200 (Gunther 1984556). In

1893, when the area was transferred from San Diego County to the newly created Riverside County,
Winchester briefly competed as a candidate for county seat, but a prolonged droughtén the la

1890s soon dealt the burgeoning town a devastating blow. By the early 1900s, it had become almost
a ghost town (Whitney 1982:48).

Over the course of the 20th century, Winchester gradually recovered and developed into a small

rural town serving the needs of farmers and ranchers in the vicinity. During the most recent decades,
like almost all other formerly rural towns in southwestRiverside County, Winchester has become

a part of the fAbedroom boom. o-desighatedplacead t hes e
Winchester, as officially delineated by the U.S. Census Bureau, remains rather sparsely populated,
with a total population giist under 3,008cattered over 8. dquare miless of 201§USCB n.d).

PREHISTORIC SITE TYPES OF WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY

A number of prehistoric archaeological site types are recognized in western RiGositgbased

on the archaeological investigations thatdhbeen conducted throughdhbé region. An

archaeological site type can be defined from the materialist p&xspas a group of sites containing
similar artifact assemblages and set of features (Struever 1968; Bettinger 1978) or from the
functional perspective as a specific set of resource procurement and maintenance activities (Binford
and Binford 1966; Gardndi973; Hall 1980). The archaeological site type model is an effective way
to classify archaeological sites and evaluate their significance and provides a means for inter
regional and crascultural comparative analyses

RESIDENTIAL SITES

Residential g$es are locations where groups of people established a centralized home base that was
inhabited for a substantial period of time. Residential sites are often located near available water,



with other food resources in the vicinity. The length of occupatauld vary, but their

archaeological footprint is very different from that of a sterin camp site. These settlements are
distinguishable from temporary camps by a range and diversity of artifacts and features. Residential
sites may contain featuresch as living surfaces, circular house depressions, storage facilities, fire
hearths, and earthen ovens. They would also be expected to have dense midden deposits with
accumulated foodefuse bone from a variety of animal taxa.

Artifacts from these sis, such as projectile points, manos, metates, ceramic vessels, and scrapping
tools, would typically be higher in number and more finely formed. Bone tools, beads, and
ornaments would also be more common. As mentioned above, large Luisefio village esmyagx
consist of not oly habitation areas, but also areas for food collection, food processing, tool making,
ceremonial, and burial. As with the village pattern found in the Coachella Valley associated with the
Desert Cahuilla, dispersed villages covea@m area measuring about 3 miles in diameter. Within

these villages, individual family group residences were spread out across large areas.

TEMPORARY CAMPS

Temporary camps result from smaller groups of people staying in one locality for a limitetiqgfe

time. They are usually associated with resource procurement and processing of specific targeted
resources and are satellite camps associated with residential sites. Cultural, social, and economic
factors, however, also account for temporary caarmbility. Temporary camps are found in all
environmental contexts that veeexploitedn western Riversid€ountyand are generally composed

of sparseto-moderate features and light artifact scatters.

BEDROCK MILLING STATIONS

Bedmock milling stationsor bedrock milling fatures (BMFs) are ubiquitous throughout Riverside
County and are the most common site type in the greater southern California region. They vary in
size and composition from isolated features with a single milling slick, to seeehaldk features
containing multiple milling elements including slicks, basin metates, and mortars. Slicks and
shallow bedrock mortars are typically associated with late prehistoric subsistence patterns, while
deep portable basin metates are generallgwedi to predate 1300.D.

Stations occur both randomly, which suggests opportunistic use, and in strategically located areas
where they were repeatedly used, indicating intensive exploitation of an area. Milling stations are
associated with the procesgiaf foods (including small and large seeds, nuts, berries, small animals,
and insects) but also to pulp and process fibrous plants. Dense concentrations of BMFs in a
localized area may indicate that a village (residential site) is located nearby.

The presence of thousands of bedrock milling features (slicks and basin metates) on boulders that
cover western Riversidéountyhave long intrigued archaeologists. While the earliest recordings of
Native American use of the area may have been focusextkmrt and mortars, milling features

were also noted. Since the early 1970s, when medepith studies of BMFs have been conducted,

the typical model has been that outcrops with milling surfaces are satellite to, and contemporaneous
with, late prehistac habitation sites that are found at other areas in a region (Gardner 1973).



According to this model, people travel outward from the habitation sites into the surrounding areas
to gather seeds of herbs and grasses. Preliminary hulling, and possiplete milling, would then

take place at these processing sites. Since there is ethnographic evidence that native people would
usually parch the seeds of certain plants such as chia before milling them into flour (Bean 1972) and
since years of investigag the areas around BMFs indicate that most of these sites do not have any
evidence of fire hearths or even some discoloration of the eailthem, it could be assumed that

most of the slicks at processing sites may have been used simply to hullrsieeesheem from

attached stems, husks, and glumes to reduce bulk before transporting them back to the habitation
sites for parching and milling (Gardner 1973; Wilke 1974).

The standard assumption fanchaeological investigations of BMRas been that most of the slicks
were made by people as they moved through the arBadady rounds from their habitation sites.

The model has been that, based on their morphology (that is, being flat, usually not basins), slicks
date to the late Prelsic Period. What seems like an equally tenable hypothesis, though, namely
that these slicks date to an earlier period, being made by small groups that occasionally passed
through the area, with the infrequency of use explaining the shallow depthbefditeek slicks

rather than a temporal stylistic preference, was also put forward during these early investigations
(Gardner 1973). Gardner discusses Ksngork in the Jurupa Hills where, apparently, there is
evidence that those processing sites datesaitiement/subsistence regime some 2000 years old
(ibid.).

Robarchek (1974) studied the wear patterns on manos, as well as their shape. He classified them as
being of two types based on differences in form and function. Series | manos, according to
Robbarchekdéds model, would have been used on por
Series Il would have been used in deep basin metates. Bedrock metates are almost always quite
shallow and therefore Series | manos should be found associatedemith Wilke (1974) notes that
Aportabled deep basin metates are often found
sites, indicating that they date to an earlier time period. Wiitke.) then assigns the deep basin

metates and the assocteeries Il manos to 1300D. or earlier. According to this model, then,

Wilke states that flat slab portable metates would postdate ABD(e.g., within the Late

Prehistoric Period). Based on the similarities in form, he has assigned the primargx€lusive,

period of bedrock metate use to the late prehistoric (Gardner 1973; Wilke 1974).

While it is generally accepted thaibst BMFsdate to the Late Period, there is the possibility that

they were made and used by people in earlier perigdseral studies have also established that this
general region was inhabited during the early Archaic Peaiod itmakes sense that iwvould have

been occupied continuously since then. The lack offifected rocks or firdurned soil around

most BMFs as proven over and over, seems to substantiate that those types of localities were used
mainly for expedient processing of resources. The presence, occasionally, of habitation debris in the
area of BMFs, and ethnographically known villages in the \ticegems to substantiate that many

of these features were used to process resources and then take them back to camps and villages for
final preparation.

LESS COMMON SITE TYPES

Less common prehistoric sites in the region include rock shelters, littugrproent sites, caches,
trails, hunting blinds, butchering sites, rock rings, ceremonial sites, and burial sites. The lower



frequency of these types of sites may be the
shelters) or development ocaag before recordation (all site types). In the case of ceremonial

sites, it may be that they were established only once in a while and then used seasonally or annually
over time. These site types may be found associated with residential sites ationiso

Because of pressures from the encroaching Europeans, protohistoric and pestodd\ative

American sites may occur in areas not typical of more traditional site localities. They would be
distingushable by the presence of botatNe artifacts and some introduced pieces (trade beads, tin
cans, manufactured items, and projectile points made from glass). Structures may be rectangular,
rather than circular, in form.

SITES IN PROJECT VICINITY

Eastern Information Ceet (EIC) records indicate thdte project area was covered, either entirely

or partially, by a series of six previous cultural resources studies that were completed between 2008
and 2017 for the widening and realignment of Winchester Road, ranging fit@hRhase | surveys

to an archaeological monitoring gram during construction (Tang et al. 2090:@/ithin theone

mile scope of the records seay&iC recorddist more than 60 otherevious studiesn various

tracts of landand linear featuresCollectively, these studies covered more than 75% of the land

within the scope of the records search and resulted in the recordai®prehistoricarchaeological

sites andsolates i e., localitieswith fewer than three artifagtsvithin the onemile radius

Most notable among these previously identified cultural resour@&30%4370, a largerehistoric
archaeological distridhat encompasses the entire project area in its overall boundaries. The district
is composed of more than 100 sites andhbi®s in and around two ridge systems lying southwest of

the town ofWinchester extending as far as 3.6 miles to the northwest of the project location

(Dahdul 2004AECOM 2013. It contains several loAgrm habitation sites as well as rock rings,
hunting blinds, hearths, rock art, rock shelters, a burial, and a cremation, but the majority of the sites
are bedrock milling featuredBecause of the important archaeological data that these sites had
yielded and held the potential to yield on prehistoricllase patterns, the district was previously
determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Reso{Dedsiul

2004:4)

Besides those inside the archaeological district, EIC recdedsify 11 additional prehistoric

culturalresources within the scope of the records search, for a total @3 of the individual

sites or isolates, however, was found within the current project boundaries. The nearest among

them, Siteé33-015446, was recorded in 2006 a few meters to the west of the project area, across a dirt

road along the property boundary and consisted of a bedrock milling feature with a single slick.
FRAMEWORK FOR SITE EVALUATION

PAST EVALUATION OF BEDROCK MILLING FEATURE SITES

Over the years numerous archaeological investigations have resulted in the recordation of hundreds,
even thousands, of Native American BMFs in the type of landscape in and around the current project
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area. These features dweations where Native people had processed resources by grinding and
pounding them on the bedrock outcrops. Evidence indicates that Native people would establish
permanent and temporary settlements in protected areas close to water sources. Thégnvould t
forage in the surrounding countryside for the resources that they needed and seek to reduce the
amount of the material that they transported back to camp by processing resources on the abundant
bedrock outcrops. The numerous BMFs in the area attdssto

Many Phase Il archaeological testing programs have been conducted to explore for cultural deposits
below the surface around these features. This research has shown that most bedrock milling features
were in areas where the soil consisted ofraltlyer of decomposing granite above bedrock; very

few cultural artifacts have been found around such sites. Because of the nature and number of
bedrock milling features in this area, along with an increasing understanding of them, these features
are nowconsideredinlikely to have the potential to yield significant, new information important in

the prehistory of the area once they are properly recorded.

Some of these BMF sites are situated in areas with soils more favorable to archaeological
investigaton and have yielded prehistoric artifacts both on and b#legroundsurface In these

cases, the potential to contribute to an understanding of the lifeways of theypbopied at these
locationsgreatly increases. Additionally, integrated reglgrexrspectives that use Native American

and ethnographic sources realize that these BMFs are actually part of traditional use areas and may
be associated with major habitation sites. The prehistoric archaeological siiepiojdtt area are
examples bsuch sites.It is well-known that temporary camps were occasionally established and
many activities took place away from the base camps. It is possible that evidence of these activities
may have been encountered in the project area.

STATUTORY/REGULATO RY CRITERIA FOR SITE SIGNIFICANCE

Having established, briefly, the context of the area and the types of sites that may b# f®und,
possibleto develop an archaeological research strategy to determine what information is present at
thetwo sites in the project ared he purpose of ik archaeological testing and evaluation program

is to determine i€itherof the sites qualifies asfhistorical resourc@. According to PRC

85020.1(j), ai ldstorical resoura@ncludes, but is not limited to, any object, building, site, area,
place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in
the architecttal, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political,
military, or cultural annals of California.

More specifically, CEQA guidelines state that the t@hmstorical resourc@&sapplies to any such
resources listed in oretermined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, included in a local register of historical resources, or determined to be historically
significantby the Lead Agency (Title 14 CCR 815064.5(a)@)). Regarding the@roper criteria of
historical significance, CEQA guidelines mandate that e n eareaduriceyshall be considered by
the lead agency to lhistorically significandif the resource meets the criteria for listing on the
California Register of Historic&esourced(Title 14 CCR 815064.5(a)(3)). A resource may be
listed in the California Register if it meets any of the following criteria:

(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
Californiats historyand cultural heritage.
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(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past.

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

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

Al t hough prehistoric sites could be judged fAs
usually, if theyqualify, it is because they provide important information regartfiagorehistory of

the region (@terion4). To determine if the information within a given prehistoric site is important,

or new, the data need to be judged not only by scientificieritent also by Native American

cultural values.

Although a substantial body of knowledge already exists regarding prehistoric lifeways in the area of
western Riverside County, much more needs to be discovered. Until recenBiyfrstes found
throughout the region weféecamoutbnelSy emaluats
excavated around these types of features, with no subsurface cultural artifacts or deposits being
found that it became acceptabiet everto dig test unit$n some cases (possibly beginning with

O6 Connel |). &heactkof recording the features was considered as having exhausted the
data potential; thus, with no potential to provide additional information, the sites were determined
notto be significant according to CEQA guidelines. Now, however, these features across the
landscape are seen as important facets of Native American livelihood, with ties to family, clans, and
villages. Destruction of these sites destroys evidence ofim@aet j ust f@Aresource p

Sites that contain artifacts, especially subsurface cultural deposits, are rarer in the area. These types
of sites have the potential to provide important information regarding additional aspects of the
lifeways of the pople that used the area. If there are organic, especially charcoal, deposits
associated with the cultural resources, then the deposit could be dated, which would be important
because relatively few sites in the region have been dated. Artifacts nmagteritie technologies,

and, potentially, the changes in technologies, that were being used. They may also provide
information regarding the resources that were being used and the time of year that the site was
occupied. Some artifacts may lead to hypséiseregarding interegional relationshipse(g.,tradeor

travel), while others may provide clues to status differentiation or division of labor.

RESOURCE INTEGRITY

In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, significance is also eddlaassl on the
integrity of the archaeological resource. Integrity refers to the degree to which the data that may
contribute to the significance of the site remains intact. The level of integrity for sites being
evaluated for significance based on tlmegearch potential depends on the data requirements of the
research questions. Therefore, it is important that the relevant data contained in the site remain
sufficiently intact (Neuman and Sanford 2001). For archaeological interpretation and evathation
context in which the dat@refound is crucialipid.). To be considereidsufficiently intacto the

artifacts and featurest the site should be physically undisturbed relative to the location and the way
in which they were deposited. In order tlwleess research questions, archaeological staduld be

in their original location, retain depositional integrity, contain adequate quantities and types of
materials, and exhibit clear associations.
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The California Register of Historical Resourcemdded on the National Register of Historic
Placesrecognizes sevesspect®f integrity: location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,

feeling, and association. Archaeological sites lizae been disturbed Isychactivities as

construction, gradindrenching, and pot hunting are more likely to lack the integrity necessary to
address relevant research questions. Disturbed deposits, however, can still retain the ability to
address specific types of research issues, depending on what is alreadydrtbansubject,

temporal period, or type of archaeological site. That is, integrity refers not only to the undisturbed
nature of the site, but also the information potential relative to known examples of the archaeological
resource (Neuman and Sanfof@D2). Therefore, the relative integrity of an archaeological deposit
must be evaluated within an appropriate comparative context, on-byzaase basis.

THEORETICAL ORIENTATION

To judge the scientific Aval ukiepstandard dcientifior mat i o
methods should be employed. First, scientific research should be directed by a theoretical

orientation that is geared toward gathering data to answer questions of current research interest.
While numerous theoretical orientatiamsperspectives have been put forward and used to guide
archaeological research and to improve -@aféecting efforts, the cultural ecology approach still

tends to be the most useful paradigm in archaeological endeavors, though it is often used in
conjurctionwith newer models. Basically, the cultural ecology approach to understanding cultural
development contends that people develop behavioral patterns in order to exploit the resources of the
area by means of particular technologies. It also assumethéne is interelationship of these
technologies, the environment, survival, and other aspects of the culture.

Cultural ecological theory emerged out of Aaidth century rebuttals against unilinear evolution and
historicatparticularism. Steward (19% coined the term during the development of the multilinear
evolutionary model, which suggested crosftural similarities had more to do with adaptive

responses to environmental conditions than progressive stages of biological or cultural evolution.
Steward bid.:40041) i dentified three fundament al proce
interrelationship of exploitative or product.
involved in the exploitation of a particular area by meanspfar t i cul ar technol og!
ascertain the extent to which the behavior patterns entailed in exploiting the environment affect other
aspects of culture. o I n ot her words, cul tur a
man, nature, ahtechnology in cultural adaptation. White (1943) influenced these developments by
arguing that technology was the primary mover
affected a societyods institutio22¢. and value s

Steward and Whviedosmeneéeahnapproach to cultura
developments in systems theoeyq, Binford 1965; Struever 1971) heavily influenced

anthropological thought in California (Bean 1972; Bean and Blackburn 19a&liirn 198).

Blackburn envisionederemonialism as a nexus for social interaction maintained by complex system

of reciprocal gifting obligations intricately linked to ecological, economic, social, political, and
ideological subsystems. Each ritual wagsicant; celebrating periods of harvest, remembrance

and mourning, marking achievements in status, and serving to reinforce the stahiliigefous

society. Native Californians were able to maintain myriad social, economic, and political

relationsh ps, of varying degrees in what Bean (197
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interlocking ritual congregations. 0 When com
diverse groups of people intricately entwined with each other (Wallerstein 19&£)jltural
ecology/systems theory model becomes even more powerful in understanding cultures.

Since archaeology deals mostly with the cultural remains that are left long after the people are gone,
this theoretical orientation has the obvious advastafiéocusing on material items that usually

reflect subsistence technology or ceremonial activities. It is, however, still left to the archaeologist
to determine the extent to which the behavior patterns used to exploit the environment, and how
much infuence from other groups, affect the culture. Because of its continuing usefulness, the
cultural ecology theoretical orientation combined with a world systems perspective is the basis of the
archaeological investigation that will be used in this study.

RESEARCH DESIGN

An archaeological investigation must also be guided by a thoughtful research design in order to
contribute new insights to current knowledge and theory regarding the prehistory and/or history of a
particular region by attempting to ansvpertinent questions. While currently no overarching

research design has been established for this part of Riverside County, a standard set of research
guestions, or research domains, can be applied hase larchaeological testing program at Sites
36041 and 3363L.

Again, the primary goal ofrearchaeological testing and evaluation program is to determine if the
cultural materials discoverazhn provide information that will advance our understanding of the
prehistoric lifeways of the people thatdd in the area, keeping in mind the information that we

already have regarding how the people lived. That is, at the basic level, the testing program needs to
determine if there is evidence of additional activities beside food processing at thedé thiezs.

are cultural deposits in the project area, then can additional, new, important information be learned
regarding the lifeways of the Native people?

Six general areas of stuflyr this part of western Riverside Couritgtve been generated to d@ithe
archaeological investigation 8ites36041 and36631. These include (1) chronology, (2) resource
procurement and subsistence strategies, (3) settlement patterns, (4) technology;régiartal

trade and/or travel, and (6) social organizatiSome of the general research questions and issues
associated with these research themes are posited below. If the data from the site can be used to
answer one or more of these questions or raise new issues and questions, then the site may be judge
to be significant.

1 Can we learn anything regarding the time period the area was used? Can we tell if people were
using the area during early or late prehistoric times, or during the historic period?

Some artifacts, both prehistoric and historic, can be linked to particular time periods. These types of
artifacts, if present, could shed some light on the period of time when people were using the
property. For instance, some projectile point typesanelated to particular periods and the use of
pottery in the area is thought to have begun 1,000 to 500 years ago. Styles of shell beads, historic
period artifacts, and buildings or building materials may indicate particular time periods of use and
canprovi de a fArelativeo date for the site. | f
cartbonl 4 dating techniques is recovered, having
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1 Will any of the recovered artifacts provide any namportant information about the subsistence
strategies of the people who used the land? Will there be indications of what food resources
were being processed and/or consumed? Is there any evidence regarding the preparation of the
food resources? Can viearn aboutcultivating,gathering andhuntingpractices, catchment
areas, or opportunitgost foraging strategies?

Ethnographic and historical data provide information regarding the plants and animals that people
used in prehistoric times, as wellla®swv the foods were prepared. The presence of BMFs at these
sites indicates that people were processing resources in the area. Frequently no other artifacts are
found associated with these types of features. The presence of manos, metates, andtétiec deb
may provide clues to other activities that were occurring at the site. By analyzing the recovered
artifacts and conducting residue analyses we may be able to determine what resources were being
processed.

1 Will any of the information gathered dog the Phase Il study provide new, important
information regarding settlement patterns? Will we be able to relate activities in the project
area with broader patterns of human habitation of the region? Will we be able to tell if the site
represents longor shortterm habitation or if artifacts left there represent only resource
procurement, resource processing, or some other use? If they lived on the property, was it a
dense or sparse population? Does occupation of the subject property discloseangtioh
regarding settlement strategies or preferences?

Based on the surface manifestation of the archaeological resourcesSitésB6041 and 3663L, it
appears that this area was used mainly just for resource processing. We know that lemgensett
were located elsewhere in the vicinitgubsurface cultural deposits could lead to the identification of
occupation at the site(s). Such deposits could include house pits, fire hearths, ornaments, and high
densities of artifacts indicating specific activity areas. Finding these types otfeatut artifacts

could offer important clues regarding the habitation of the site.

1 Can we learn anything about the duration of the use of the land? Was the land used
continuously for a long period of time, was it used only briefly, or was it usedieeeaver
time?

Closely associated with the previous research issue, the density and types of artifacts and features
that may be encountered during the testing program could provide clues regarding the intensity and
duration of the use of the area.d#posits exist, carbeld dating may indicate that the area was

used over a period of time. Likewise, residue analyses, or different types of tools, may indicate that
the site was occupied during various seasons or even during different climatic cenditio

1 Can we learn anything about the technologies that were being used by the people that used this
site area? By analyzing stone tools, can we see changes in the manufacturing process, in the
tool material preferences, or use?

Althoughartifactswerenot initially observed, theynay be present below the surface. Depending on

the types of artifacts that are recovered, such as chigiped and groundstone implements, we may
be able to determine what stone tawking techniques were used and see amirgthe tool types
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as they occurred over time. Also, grinding or milling strategies, such as preference for types of
stones, may come to light. Artifacts recovered from the site may contribute important information to
our understanding of Luisefio staioel technologies.

1 Can we learn anything about trade, travel, or cultural interactions?

We know that people in th&inchestelarea traveled to the San Jacinto Mountains and to the coast.
There were undoubtedly trade networks that extended ovetargen areas. The presence of exotic
goods, such as stone or shell materials from distant sources, would indicate trade, travel, and/or
cultural interactions. Some artifacts (e.g., prehistoric water jars) and features (e.g., trails) would also
indicate hat people were traveling through the area.

1 Is there any evidence that important events took place on the property or that the property is
associated with an important person?

Special or unique artifacts or features may be recovered or exposed thateitiat ceremonial

events occurred on the property or that some important person was present. Features such as a danc
floor or cupules, artifacts such as quartz crystals, or ecofacts such as faunal materials from totem
animals could indicate that spddtivities occurred on the property or that important people were
there.

As notedabove Native American cultural values also need to be considered when attempting to
determine the significance of a Native American site. Besides imdorgnation from the

ethnographic literature, it is important to maintain a dialogue with representatives from local Native
American groups. Sometimes certain artifacts may be both scientifically and culturally significant
and may indicate thattheareha | ogi cal site should be consider
situations, artifacts or features at a site may be unusual or exceptional but may not provide sufficient
important informatio such that the entire site be considered a significanirattesource. At that

point, coordinatiorwith local Native American grougsecomes even more important

RESEARCH METHODS

Thearchaeologicalieldwork for the Phase Il testing program wasductecbn November 2, 2020,
by CRM TECHfield director Darel Ballester angbrojectarchaeologist Salvadore Z. Boites and
Hunt er C. und2btiizairectienldflichael Hoganprincipal investigator The field
proceduresvere formulated andarried ouin coordination with the Pechanga Band_afsefo
Indians, and tribal representatiBeth Veltranamonitoredand participated ithefieldwork.

RE-SURVEY

Prior to the commencement of subsurface excavatibatocation ofSite 36041, as established
during the Phase | survey in June 202@jthe surrounding area weresarveyedat an intensive
level in an attempt to identify arabllect any artifacts on the surfac€he location ofSite 33631,
which had beerdentifiedby Riverside County Archaeologist Heather Thomson during a field
inspection of Site 36604 in September 2@but not yet formally recorded at that tinveasalso
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Figure4. Archaeological field procedures carried out during the testing progtaifih cleared boulder and excavation
unit at Site 3604L, view to the orth; right: cleared surface of the boulder at Site 3363Photograpktaken on
November2, 2020

surveyedntensively, and the proper field recordation procedures, including scaled mapping, were
carried out at this sitesee App. 2)

SURFACE SWEEP

Surfacesweepsarea methodusedto testhorizontally rather than vertically agpamaryrecovery
approach Testing the horizontal limitsf the sitesentailedsweeping the surface of the feature
bouldes and removing cemented sediments from the surface and @dge$). The newlyexposed
horizontal surfacewere then inspectddr additional milling slicks Sedimentsemoved from the
boulders were collectedhovetscreenedand examined for culturahaterials This procedure was
implemented at the boulders at b&ite 36041 ard Site 3663 1.

EXCAVATION UNITS

The purpose of the excavation units igkplore forsubsurface cultural depositsth minimal
disturbanceo the sits and to gatheinformationon soil typesandstratigraphy.For this study, ne
excavation unitvas dugateach ge. The unitat 36041 was place@pproximately 70 centimeters
north of themilling feature(Fig. 4), while the unitat 33631 was place@pproximately2.0 meters
east of the northemostpointandl1.2 meters north of éheastemmostpoint of theexposed portion
of theboulder Both unitsmeasured 1xineterin sizeandwere hanekxcavatedisingsquare shovel,
dig bar, trowel, and sweeping brusistandard.O-centimeter levels untdulturally sterilecompact
soil was encountered. €rsoils from thainitswerescreened through i&ch hardware mesh

RESULTS AND FINDINGS
RE-SURVEY

There-survey of Site 36041 and 3363l producechegativeresults forfurthercultural resources
findings, and no suaceartifactsor additionalarchaeological featuregerediscovered
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