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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Kimley-Horn) is under contract to complete a Cultural and
Paleontological Resources Assessment for the proposed Ontario Public Works Corporate Yard Project
(Project) in the City of Ontario (Lead Agency), San Bernardino County, California. The proposed Project
involves the development and operation of a new Public Works Corporate Yard at 2200 East Philadelphia
Street. This new corporate yard would replace the existing facility located at South Bon View Avenue.
The Project is subject to environmental review and consideration pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) with the City of Ontario serving as the Lead Agency. As such, this study
was completed to determine whether the Project area contains, or could reasonably contain, historical
resources, unique archaeological resources, and/or unique paleontological resources, as defined by
CEQA, and to support Lead Agency review of potential impacts to these resources as a result of the
proposed Project.

In support of this assessment, research was conducted to identify if any cultural and/or paleontological
resources have been previously recorded within the Project area. Research was conducted via a review
of historic maps and aerials, digital repositories such as the California Register of Historical Resources
(CRHR) and the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), a records search at the South Central Coastal
Information Center (SCCIC), a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search through the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC), and a paleontological records search through the Natural History Museum of Los
Angeles County (NHMLAC). As a result of this research, it was revealed that four (4) previous cultural
resources studies have been conducted within the Project area. However, no cultural resources have
been previously recorded within the Project area. The results also identified that no fossil localities have
been recorded within the Project area, but that there are five (5) known fossil localities nearby from
similar sedimentary deposits. An intensive-level pedestrian survey was performed for the entirety of the
Project area and did not result in the identification of any cultural or paleontological resources within
the Project area.

The presence of later Pleistocene and Holocene-aged soils underlaying the Project area, the proximity
to the Cucamonga Creek, and fossil localities previously recorded in similar sediments near the Project
area indicate the Project area would have had a moderate sensitivity for archaeological and
paleontological resources prior to development. However, the extent of previous development within
the Project area indicates it now maintains a low potential for intact archaeological materials and near-
surface paleontological resources. The paleontological sensitivity increases with depth and there may
be intact specimens below the depth of previous disturbance. As such, it is recommended that the
Project adopt mitigation/conditions that outline the requirements for the process for inadvertent
discovery of archaeological and paleontological resources, as well as the process for inadvertent
discoveries of human remains. With these measures in place, impacts to cultural and paleontological
resources would be less than significant.
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INTRODUCTION

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Kimley-Horn) is under contract to complete a Cultural and
Paleontological Resources Assessment for the proposed Ontario Public Works (PW) Corporate Yard
Project (Project) in the City of Ontario, San Bernardino County, California. The Project is subject to
environmental review and consideration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
with the City of Ontario serving as the lead agency (lead Agency). As such, this study was completed to
determine whether the Project area contains or could reasonably contain historical resources, unique
archaeological resources, and/or unique paleontological resources, as defined by CEQA, and to support
Lead Agency review of potential impacts to these resources as a result of the proposed Project.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project area is located in the central portion of the City of Ontario and in southwestern San
Bernardino County (Figure 1). The Project would be developed on a 53.94-acre parcel (County Assessor’s
Parcel Number [APN] 500-0-370-265) located at 2200 E Philadelphia Street (Figure 2). The Project area
is bound by industrial development to the north and east, Kaiser Permanente Ontario Medical Center to
the west, and California State Route 60 to the south. The Project area currently consists of Ontario Soccer
Park and the Whispering Lakes Golf Course. The Project area has been previously graded and has an
elevation of approximately 825 feet above mean sea level (amsl).

The Project proposes the development and operation of a new Public Works Corporate Yard at 2200
East Philadelphia Street in the City of Ontario. This new corporate yard would replace the existing facility
located at South Bon View Avenue. The Project will consolidate multiple City departments, including
administrative services, public works, information technology, and the Ontario Municipal Utilities
Company (OMUC), into a state-of-the-art facility designed to support current needs and anticipated
growth over the next fifteen years or more. In total, 9 buildings and 8 non-building structures are
planned. Uses include Office, support buildings, operations building, SCADA, warehousing,
maintenance/fabrication shops, storage, clean natural gas fueling, a waste transfer facility, covered wash
bays, and parking.

REGULATORY SETTING

STATE

California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) applies to all discretionary Projects undertaken or
subject to approval by the State’s public agencies (California Code of Regulations 14(3), § 15002(i)).
Under CEQA, “A Project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource is a Project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (Cal. Code
Regs. Tit. 14(3), § 15064.5(b)). Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines) Section
15064.5(a) defines a “historical resource” as a resource that meets one or more of the following criteria:

e Listed in, or eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
e Listedin alocal register of historical resources (as defined at Cal. Public Res. Code § 5020.1(k))
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Figure 1: Project Vicinity Map
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e Identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of § 5024.1(g)
of the Cal. Public Res. Code

e Determined to be a historical resource by a Project’s lead agency (Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14(3), §
15064.5(a))

A historical resource consists of “Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript
which a lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of
California...Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be ‘historically significant’ if
the resource meets the criteria for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources” (Cal. Code
Regs. Tit. 14(3), § 15064.5(a)(3)). The significance of a historical resource is impaired when a Project
demolishes or materially altersin an adverse manner those physical characteristics of a historical resource
that convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for the CRHR. If an impact on a historical
or archaeological resource is significant, CEQA requires feasible measures to minimize the impact (CEQA
Guidelines§ 15126.4 (a)(1)). Mitigation of significantimpacts mustlessen or eliminate the physical impact
that the Project will have on the resource. California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1
established the CRHR. Generally, a resource is considered by the lead agency to be “historically
significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing in the CRHR (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14(3), §
15064.5(a)(3)).

CEQA requires that significant effects on unique archaeological resources or unique paleontological
resources be considered and addressed. CEQA does not define a unique paleontological resource, but
defines a unique archaeological resource as any 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:

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

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

e Isdirectly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or
person.

This definition is equally applicable to recognizing “a unique paleontological resource or site.” CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5 (a)(3)(D), which indicates “generally, a resource shall be considered
historically significant if it has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history,” provides additional guidance. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 Appendix G includes
significance criteria relative to archaeological and historical resources. These have been utilized as
thresholds of significance here, and a Project would have a significant environmental impact if it would:

e Cause asubstantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
section 10564.5;

e Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 10564.5;
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e Disturb any human remains, include those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

California Public Resources Code

California PRC § 5024.1 establishes the CRHR. The register lists all California properties considered to be
significant historical resources. The CRHR also includes all properties listed or determined eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), including properties evaluated and determined
eligible under § 106.

California PRC § 5020 to 5029.5 continued the former Historical Landmarks Advisory Committee as the
State Historical Resources Commission. The commission oversees the administration of the CRHR and is
responsible for designating State Historical Landmarks and Historical Points of Interest.

California PRC § 5079 to 5079.65 define the functions and duties of the Office of Historic Preservation,
which administers federal- and state-mandated historic preservation programs in California as well as
the California Heritage Fund.

California PRC § 5097.5 prohibits the removal, without permission, of any paleontological site or feature
from lands under the jurisdiction of the state or any city, county, district, authority, or public corporation,
or any agency thereof. Local agencies are required to comply with this PRC for their own activities,
including construction and maintenance, as well as for permit actions (e.g., encroachment permits)
undertaken by others. This also establishes the removal of paleontological resources as a misdemeanor
and requires reasonable mitigation of adverse impacts to paleontological resources from developments
on public (state, county, city, and district) lands.

California PRC § 5097.9 to 5097.991 provide protection to Native American historical and cultural
resources and sacred sites; identify the powers and duties of the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC); require that descendants be notified when Native American human remains are discovered;
and provide for treatment and disposition of human remains and associated grave goods.

California Health and Safety Code

California Health and Safety Code § 7050.5-7055 govern the process for reporting inadvertent discoveries
of human remains to the County Coroner; the process for the County Coroner to report human remains
of Native American descent to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC); and the protections
offered against removal or desecration of human remains.

California Code of Regulations

The California Code of Regulations (CCR) govern the nomination of resources to the CRHR (14 CCR § 4850).
The regulations set forth the criteria for eligibility as well as guidelines for assessing historical integrity
and resources that have special considerations.

California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
The State Historical Resources Commission has designed this program for use by state and local agencies,
private groups, and citizens to identify, evaluate, register, and protect California’s historical resources.
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The CRHR is the authoritative guide to the State’s significant historical and archeological resources. The
program encourages public recognition and protection of resources of architectural, historical,
archeological, and cultural significance; identifies historical resources for state and local planning
purposes; determines eligibility for state historic preservation grant funding; and affords certain
protections under CEQA. To be eligible for listing in the CRHR, a resource must meet at least one of the
following criteria:

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

e Isassociated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history.

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

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

In addition to having significance, resources must have integrity for the period of significance. The period
of significance is the date or span of time within which significant events transpired, or significant
individuals made their important contributions. Integrity is the authenticity of a historical resource’s
physical identity as evidenced by the survival of characteristics or historic fabric that existed during the
resource’s period of significance. Alterations to a resource or changes in its use over time may change
its historical, cultural, or architectural significance. Simply, resources must retain enough of their historic
character or appearance to be recognizable as historical resources and to convey the reasons for their
significance. A resource that has lost its historic character or appearance may still have sufficient
integrity for the CRHR if, under Criterion 4, it maintains the potential to yield significant scientific or
historical information or specific data.

Isolated finds, such as a single artifact with no other associated cultural materials, are generally
considered to be ineligible for listing in the CRHR. However, the nature of the isolated resource and any
available ethnographic data regarding affiliated Native American populations should be considered
during the evaluation process, particularly as it relates to potential eligibility under Criterion 4.

California Historical Landmarks

California Historical Landmarks are buildings, structures, sites, or places that have been determined to
have statewide historical significance. The resource must be approved for designation by the County
Board of Supervisors or the City/Town Council in whose jurisdiction it is located; be recommended by
the State Historical Resources Commission; and be officially designated by the Director of California State
Parks. A resource must meet at least one of these following criteria:

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

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

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

California Points of Historical Interest

California Points of Historical Interest are sites, buildings, features, or events that are of local (city or
county) significance and have anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic,
scientific or technical, religious, experimental, or other value. Points of Historical Interest designated
after December 1997 and recommended by the State Historical Resources Commission are also listed in
the CRHR. No historical resource may be designated as both a landmark and a point. If a point is
subsequently granted status as a landmark, the point designation is retired. To be eligible for designation
as a Point of Historical Interest, a resource must meet at least one of the following criteria:

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

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

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

California Historic Building Code

The California Historic Building Code—CCR, Title 24, Part 8—provides regulations for the preservation,
restoration, rehabilitation, relocation, or reconstruction of buildings or properties designated as
qualified historical buildings or properties. The California Historic Building Code is intended to provide
solutions for the preservation of qualified historical buildings or properties, to promote sustainability, to
provide access for persons with disabilities, to provide a cost-effective approach to preservation, and to
provide for the reasonable safety of the occupants or users.

LOCAL
City of Ontario
The City of Ontario is a Certified Local Government (CLG) and a Preserve America Community that

maintains a robust Historic Preservation Program (HPP) governed by the City’s Historic Preservation
Ordinance (HPO) and Article 26 of the City’s Development Code. Per the City’s process, all aspects of
historic preservation are overseen by planning staff, the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC), and the
Historic Preservation Subcommittee (HPSC). Cultural resources within the City are subject to evaluation
for local listing under the City’s Historic Landmark designation criteria:

It exemplifies or reflects special elements of the City’s history;
Itis identified with persons or events significant in local, state, or national history;
It is representative of the work of a notable builder, designer, architect, or artist;

a 0 T o

It embodies distinguishing architectural characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of
construction;
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It is a noteworthy example of the use of indigenous materials or craftsmanship;

It embodies elements that represent a significant structural, engineering, or architectural
achievement or innovation;

It has a unique location, a singular physical characteristic, or is an established and familiar visual
feature of a neighborhood, community or the City; or

It is one of the few remaining examples in the City, region, state, or nation possessing
distinguishing characteristics of an architectural or historical type or specimen.

Pursuant to Chapters 4 and 7 of the City’s Development Code, minor alterations, restoration,

rehabilitation, and demolition of historic resources listed in the local register require issuance of a

Certificate of Appropriateness with findings and an approved replacement structure/building prior to

impact. Additionally, as outlined in Subsections G and H of Chapter 4, listed/eligible properties are

designated a tier from a 3-tier system by the Historic Preservation Commission (or potentially a

subcommittee of the commission) that helps identify a mitigation fee for properties based on size, type,

and significance.

Subsection G: Historic Resources Tiering System

1.

Tier | consists of historic resources that should not be demolished or significantly altered under
any circumstances, regardless of their designation status, as they are the City's most significant
historical or cultural resources:

a. A resource listed on the Ontario Register that meets at least one of the criteria within the
Architecture/Form category, and 3 criteria within the History category, listed in Subsection H;
or

b. A contributing resource within a district that meets at least one of the criteria within the
Architecture/Form Category and 3 criteria within the History Category as listed below.

Tier Il consists of historic resources wherein demolition of these properties should be avoided:

a. Any historic resource listed or determined eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places;

b. Any historic resource listed or determined eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historic Resources;

c. A historic resource listed on the Ontario Register and meets at least 2 criteria within the
Architecture/Form or History categories, listed in Subsection H; or

d. A contributing resource within an eligible historic district wherein the district meets at least 2
of the criteria in either the Architecture/Form or History categories as listed in Subsection H
(Historic Resource Tiering Criteria) of this Section.

Tier Il consists of historic resources that are Designated Local Historic Landmarks, are

contributing properties within Designated Local Historic Districts, or are eligible historic resources.

Demolition of these resources should be avoided where possible but may be appropriate under

certain circumstances.

Subsection H: Historic Resources Tiering Criteria

1.

Local Historic Landmark
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a. Architecture/Form
(1) The resource is prototypical, or one of the finest examples, of a period, style,
architectural movement, or construction in the City of a particular style of
architecture, building type, or historical or archeological object. Only preeminent
examples should be considered. Good representative examples of a style, period or
method of construction are not appropriate; or
(2) The resource is the first, last, only, or one of the finest examples, notable works, or
the best surviving work by an architect or designer of major importance to the City,
State or Nation.
b. History
(1) The resource is the location of a historic event(s) that has significantly contributed to
the history of the City, State, or Nation;
(2) The resource is associated with a business, company, or individual that has made a
significant cultural, social, or scientific contribution to the City, State, or Nation;
(3) The resource is identified with a person(s) who has exerted a major influence on the
heritage or history of the City, State, or Nation;
(4) The resource embodies the ideals or principles of the "Model Colony" or furthers the
ideals or principals established by the Chaffey Brothers;
(5) The resource has a direct relationship to one of the principal historic contexts in the
City's history, including the "Model Colony," (includes the Chaffey Brothers, the
Ontario Land and Improvement Company, or the citrus industry), the Guasti Winery
or the wine industry, or the Dairy Preserve or the dairy industry;
(6) The resource is related with a business, company, or individual significant in the
agricultural history of the City;
(7) The resource is related to the archeological past of the region.
2. Local Historic Districts
a. Architecture/Form
(1) The district contains resources that are a prototype of, or one of the finest examples
of, or the first, last, only, or few remaining groupings of a period, style, architectural
movement, or construction in the City of a particular style of architecture, building
type, or historical or archeological object. Only preeminent examples should be
considered. Good representative examples of a style, period or method of
construction are not appropriate; or
(2) The district contains resources that are the first, last, only, or the finest examples,
notable works, or the best surviving work by an architect or designer of major
importance to the City, State or Nation.
b. History
(1) The district is the location of a historic event(s) that has significantly contributed to
the history of the City, State, or Nation;
(2) The district is associated with a business, company, or individual that has made a
significant, cultural, social, or scientific contribution to the City, State, or Nation;
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(3) The district is identified with a person(s) who has exerted a major influence on the
heritage or history of the City, State, or Nation;

(4) The district embodies the ideals or principles of the "Model Colony," or furthers the
ideals or principals established by the Chaffey Brothers;

(5) The district has a direct relationship to one of the principal historic contexts in the
City's history, including the "Model Colony," (includes the Chaffey Brothers, the
Ontario Land and Improvement Company, or the citrus industry), the Guasti Winery
or the wine industry, or the Dairy Preserve or the dairy industry, or the citrus industry;
or

(6) The district is related with a business, company, or individual significant in the
agricultural history of the City.

PROJECT SETTING
Natural Setting
The Project is situated in the northern Chino Valley region. The Chino Valley is characterized by a

Mediterranean climate consisting of warm, dry summers and mild, wet winters. The channelized
Cucamonga Creek is located adjacent to the east of the Project area, and it originates in the San
Bernardino Mountains and flows southwest through San Bernardino County to the Santa Ana River.
Elevation at the Project area is approximately 820 feet above mean sea level, and the topography is
relatively flat across an alluvial fan. The late Quaternary Red Hill-Etiwanda fault line is located 10.2 miles
to the north (U.S. Geological Survey 2025). Soil compositions consist primarily of Delhi fine sand (Db) with
minor portions of Tujunga loamy sand (TuB) in the southeast and Hilmar loamy fine sand (Hr) in the
northwest. Additionally, approximately 1/3 of the Project area is mapped as Miscellaneous water (M-W)
(SoilWeb 2025). Geologic maps for the vicinity indicate that the Project area was originally underlaid by
Holocene-age alluvial gravel and sand of valleys areas (Qa) (Dibblee and Minch 2002). The entire Project
area has been graded and landscaped for recreational sports facilities, but this region would have once
been a wet, lush valley that supported a variety of plant and animal resources.

Ethnographic Setting
The proposed Project area is located within the ancestral territory of the Gabrielefio/Tongva. Although

Alfred Kroeber recorded the territories of southern California tribes in 1925, the ancient territorial borders
remain inexact for two reasons: first, territorial boundaries were flexible and, secondly, indigenous
borders and land use were not recorded until after European settlements displaced many Native American
communities. Although firm and defining borders cannot be known, archaeological, ethnographic, and
historic evidence exists to support the prehistoric use by the Gabrielefio/Tongva in the Chino Valley.

The Gabrielefio/Tongva have a rich and diverse material culture, traditionally including shell set in
asphaltum, carvings, painting, baskets, an extensive steatite industry, and a wide range of stone, shell,
and bone materials. At the time of European colonization, they inhabited numerous permanent villages
in fertile lowlands along waterways in sheltered areas along the coast, each of which held a population in
the low hundreds. Smaller villages were also located at varying distances from these permanent villages,
all of which were highly connected via economic, religious, and social ties (Bean and Smith 1978). Villages
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contained circular and domed homes made of tule mats, fern, or carrizo, as well as small, circular earth-
covered sweathouses (Bean and Smith 1978; Kroeber 1925). Their hunting and gathering subsistence
strategy included land and offshore efforts that resulted in the take of both small and large land animals,
sea mammals, river and ocean fish, and a variety of plant resources. The population sometimes migrated
between villages on a temporary basis throughout the year, returning to their permanent villages for
ceremony or when resources needed to be replenished (Hudson and Blackburn 1982).

Records show that the long history of European colonization and harmful displacement of Native
Americans initially began in 1542 as a result of Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo visiting the area during exploration.
Following many subsequent Spanish visits to the region, the colonization of the indigenous population
continued in 1769 around the same time as the establishment of Missions San Gabriel in 1771 and San
Fernando in 1797. Due in part to the introduction of new diseases, as well as the harsh conditions of
mission life, the indigenous population quickly dwindled and cultural practices were lost. Following the
secularization of the missions, most surviving Gabrielefio/Tongva became wage laborers on the ranchos
of Mexican California and were later nearly completely wiped out as a result of a smallpox outbreak in the
1860s. The combination of removal, murder, disease, forced labor, and poor diet contributed to the
harmful diaspora of the Gabrielefio/Tongva from established villages to scattered areas of the Los Angeles
Basin for survival (Bean and Smith 1978). This history of displacement within their own ancestral lands
has led to difficulty in attaining federal recognition. However, the 20th century found a revitalization of
the Gabrielefio/Tongva people and culture, and though the communities remain unrecognized by the
Federal government, they remain a very active people in their ancestral lands today.

Prehistoric Setting

Cultural theoretic frameworks for southern California archaeology are frequently debated and refined by
archaeologists. The early chronologic models proposed by Wallace (1955, 1978) and Warren (1968)
continue to be incorporated into current cultural studies with revisions. Archaeologists have developed
the cultural frameworks in southern California by generally relying on relative dating methods using
diagnostic artifacts, as opposed to absolute dating, due to a general lack of chronometric data available
in the regional archaeological record. The framework proposed by Wallace introduced the Early Period,
Millingstone Period, Intermediate Period, and Late Prehistoric Period, which generally follows the geologic
time scale of Early, Middle, and Late Holocene.

Early Holocene (10,000-7500 calibrated years Before Present (cal BP)
A gradual warming of the environment occurred during the Early Holocene. Researchers have proposed

that groups from the Early Holocene were highly mobile and traveled across wide ranges. Cultural
resources were portable or expedient to accommodate mobility. Archaeologists have recorded artifacts
associated with hunting and plant processing at early Holocene sites, such as projectile points, bifaces,
and groundstone tools.

Middle Holocene (7500-3500 cal BP)
The Millingstone Period during the Middle Holocene is characterized by new artifact types. The warming

of the environment resulted in adaptations to changing environments and associated plant and animal
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resources. Temporary and seasonal camps were utilized during the Middle Holocene. Tools were
intentionally cached, which indicate an intent to return to specific sites over time. Diagnostic artifacts
have been recorded at Middle Holocene sites, such as Pinto and Silver Lake projectile points.

Late Holocene (3500 cal BP through Historic Contact)
Archaeological sites from the Late Holocene contain increasingly diverse artifact assemblages. Increased

population is evident and multiple family groups likely coexisted within the communities. Proximity to
water was an important factor for the seasonal and permanent settlements. Late Prehistoric
archaeological sites contained diverse artifact assemblages, including projectile points, ceramics,
pendants, incised stones, and shell beads. An increase in hunting efficiency occurred during the Late
Prehistoric Period and Protohistoric Period, which is evident by the bow and arrow technology. An
abundance of mortars and pestles have been recorded at village sites and further indicate a transition
towards sedentary habitation.

Historical Setting

The Spanish first arrived at San Bernardino County in 1772 with the expedition of Pedro Fages. In 1774,
Juan Bautista de Anza reached the San Bernardino Valley due to his commission to set up quarters at the
Mission San Gabriel (Beck and Haase 1974). At this time, an estimated thousands of Native Americans,
including the Gabrielefio/Tongva, were either taken to the Mission, removed to work as forced
agricultural labor at the estancia in Redlands that served as outpost for the Mission, fled the region, or
were killed (Beattie 1923). The Mission San Gabriel and its outposts resulted in a large pastoral empire
that extended across the San Bernardino Valley. Cattle ranching became a major local industry during the
Mission period.

In 1821, Mexico overthrew Spanish rule, and the Missions began to decline. By 1833, the Mexican
government passed the Secularization Act and the Missions, reorganized as parish churches, lost their
vast land holdings, and released the indigenous people that remained. Following this, land throughout
present-day California was organized into Mexican land grants, and these large pastoral estates continued
conducting cattle ranching during the Mexican or Rancho Period (Bacich 2017). One of the largest land
grants in the area was the 22,000-acre Rancho Santa Ana del Chino, which encompassed the current
Project area. In 1841, the Spanish governor Alvarado granted Rancho Santa Ana del Chino to his uncle,
Antonio Maria Lugo. After receiving ownership half of the ownership from Lugo, Isaac Williams built the
Chino Ranch into an empire. The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848 ended the Mexican-American War
and the Mexican Rancho Period, triggering what is commonly referred to as the American Period (Del
Castillo 1992).

California achieved statehood in the U.S. in 1850, which was quickly followed by the establishment of the
County of San Bernardino in 1853. The arrival of the Southern Pacific Railroad to the San Bernardino Valley
stimulated further development and settlement. The citrus industry continued to fuel the local economy
and contributed to the regional land boom. The local area of Ontario began as a township founded in 1881
by two brothers George and William Chaffey. The local landowners and developers named the township
after their hometown of Ontario, Canada. The Chaffey brothers purchased 6,000 acres of land with water
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rights in present-day Ontario to start the township. Part of the land included space for the Chaffey
Agricultural College. The planned Ontario township was declared a “Model Colony” by an Act of Congress.
The water rights, agricultural college, and access to transportation encouraged farmers to settle there
(Brunzell 2023; City of Ontario 2024; Galvin and Associates 2024). Euclid Avenue was established as a main
boulevard in the colony. Dairies were established in the local area in the 1890s after dairy cows came to
the California market as a part of the Gold Rush (Brunzell 2023; City of Ontario 2024; Galvin and Associates
2024).

The City of Ontario was incorporated in 1891, during which time citrus crops were the staple of the
successful agricultural community, with the local dairy industry only just beginning. The Steel and Green
Dairy, which was comprised of adobe buildings at the location of the Battle of Chino, is considered to be
the first dairy developed in the area. Large, available tracts of land prime for agricultural uses in the area
were a draw for dairy farmers from Los Angeles County, though citrus remained the dominate industry
through the 1940s. Dairies remained smaller family-owned businesses during this period, and the 1920s
saw an influx of Dutch immigrants establishing dairies in the areas. Despite the smaller sizes of the
operations, the industry boomed alongside surrounding population growth, and dairies began switching
from free grazing to dry-lot dairying and mechanized milking in order to optimize milk production and
improve efficiency (Brunzell 2023; City of Ontario 2024; Galvin and Associates 2004).

After World War |, many dairies were plagued by tuberculosis in dairy cows, leading to new requirements
around pasteurization. Around the same time, some of the industry in Ontario transitioned to aviation
when aviation enthusiasts Waldo Waterman and Archie Mitchell established Latimer Field. Eventually, the
fliers were moved east to Ontario World Airport, which operated as a training facility for pilots during
World War II. During this time, the population across the Los Angeles basin began to grow into a large
urban area, pushing dairy farms further into the Chino Valley (Brunzell 2023; City of Ontario 2024; Galvin
and Associates 2004). During the post-World War Il era, the County of San Bernardino designated 14,000
acres of Chino Valley agricultural land as an agricultural preserve and, by 1980, the local area had evolved
into a world-class dairy center (City of Ontario 2024; Galvin and Associates 2004). Ontario’s diverse history
of irrigation, agriculture, viticulture, dairy, aeronautical, and World War Il production transitioned the City
to the next stage of expansive growth, which was focused primarily on service industries and warehouses
in the second half of the 20" century. The City’s modern economic base is primarily focused on industrial
and manufacturing operations and transportation (freeway, rail, and airport). Today, the City is
approximately 32,000 acres in size and continues to be a booming and thriving community (City of Ontario
2024; Galvin and Associates 2024).

METHODS
All efforts made for the completion of this report were completed pursuant to requirements set forth in

CEQA. Tasks completed include:

e A cultural resources records search through the South Central Coastal Information Center
(SCCIC) for the Project area plus a 1-mile buffer,

e Review of additional digital resource repositories, such as the CRHR and the NRHP, to identify
any listed resources within the Project area,

Kimley»Horn



April 2026 KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES ASSESMENT
ONTARIO PUBLIC WORKS CORPORATE YARD PROJECT

e Review of various sets of imagery for the Project area, such as historical aerials, current and
historic topographic maps, geological maps, etc.,
e ASacred Lands File (SLF) search through the NAHC,

e A Paleontological Records search through the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County
(NHMLAC), and

e Development of recommendations for significant cultural and/or paleontological resources
identified or potentially unrecorded within the Project area.

RESULTS
Sacred Lands File Search

Kimley-Horn staff requested an SLF search through the NAHC to determine the presence of any listed
sacred lands in the Project area or vicinity. The NAHC responded on July 29, 2025 and indicated that the
results are negative for the presence of sacred sites in or near the Project area (Appendix A). Should it
be required, the City of Ontario will conduct government-to-government consultation with affiliated
Tribes at a later date. As such, this study does not include the results of any Tribal consultation that has
or will be conducted by the City for the Project.

Cultural Records Search
Kimley-Horn cultural resources management staff conducted a cultural resources records search of the

Project area plus a 1-mile buffer through the SCCIC on July 23, 2025. The records search indicated that
four (4) previous cultural resources surveys have been previously conducted within the Project area, as
noted below in Table 1. However, no cultural resources were recorded within the Project area as a result
of these studies or any other unknown identification efforts. Records noted that 16 cultural resources
studies have taken place within 1 mile of the Project area, which resulted in the recordation of one (1)
cultural resource: P-36-7096, historic irrigation features (Appendix B).

Table 1: Cultural Resources Studies Previously Conducted within the Project Area

Report  |Author ’Year ’Title

SB-317 Martz, Patricia 1976 |Archaeological — Historical Assessment, Proposed Annexation to
the City of Ontario

SB-4136 |Dahdul, Miriam 2002 |Identification & Evaluation of Historic Property: Philadelphia St
Recycled Water Pipeline, City of Ontario, San Bernardino County,

CA. 21PP
SB-5358 Sider, W.A. 1976 Cucamonga Creek 1776-1976 After 200 Years
SB-8257 ([Tang, Bai’ 2016 Due-Diligence Historical/Archaeological Resources Study Inland

Empire Utilities Agency Recharge Basin Maintenance Plan Chino
Basin Area, San Bernardino and Riverside Counties, Califronia
CRM TECH Contract No. 2989

Paleontological Records Search

Kimley-Horn staff requested a paleontological resources records search through the NHMLAC for the
locality and specimen data for the Project area or vicinity. The NHMLAC responded on July 20, 2025 and
indicated that there are no known fossil localities within the Project area, but also noted that there are
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five (5) known fossil localities nearby within the same sedimentary deposits as the Project area, as noted
below in Table 2 (Appendix C).

Table 2: Known Fossil Localities in the Vicinity of the Project Area

Locality Number ‘Location ‘Formation ’Taxa ‘Depth
LACM VP 4619 Wineville Ave, Eastvale, Unknown formation Mammoth 100 bgs
CA (Pleistocene) (Mammuthus)
LACM VP 7811 W of Orchard Park, Unknown formation Whip snake 9-11 bgs
Chino Valley (eolian, tan silt; (Masticophis)
Pleistocene)
LACM VP 7268, |Sundance Unknown formation Horse (Equus) Unknown
7271 Condominiums, S of Los |(Pleistocene)
Serranos Golf Course
LACM VP 7508 Near intersection of Unknown Formation Ground sloth Unknown
Vellano Club Dr. and (Pleistocene (Nothrotheriops);
Palermo Dr., Oakcrest elephant family
Development; N of (Proboscidea);
Serrano Canyon, Chino horse (Equus)
Hills
LACM VP 1728 W of intersection of Unknown (light brown Horse (Equus), 15-20 feet

English Rd & Peyton Dr, shale with interbeds of camel (Camelops) |bgs
Chino very coarse brown sand;
Pleistocene)

Additional Research
Kimley-Horn staff reviewed the CRHR, NRHP, National Landmarks, Built Environment Resources

Database (BERD), and Local Register for the presence of resources in or near the Project area. No
resources within the Project area were identified as a result of this research. Kimley-Horn staff also
reviewed available imagery (e.g., historic aerials, topographic maps, etc.) to identify any historic built
environment resources within the Project area, as well as to ascertain the level of prior and existing
disturbance that would impact the potential for intact buried archaeological or paleontological
resources. Historic aerials date back to 1938 and show the Project area was developed for agricultural
purposes and Cucamonga Creek was not channelized (Figure 3). By 1948, Cucamonga Creek was
channelized (Figure 4). By 1959, the Project area was developed into a water management facility and a
large reservoir was constructed (Figure 5). The Cucamonga Creek Channel Bridge in the northeast
portion of the Project area was constructed in 1979 (California State Geoportal 2026). By 1980, California
State Route 60 was constructed adjacent to the south of the Project area, the Whispering Lakes Golf
Course was constructed, and the reservoir within the project area appears to have been drained (Figure
6). By 2009, the Ontario Soccer Park was constructed within the Project area at the location of the former
reservoir.
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Figure 5: 1959 Aerial Imagery

Figure 6: 1980 Aerial Imagery
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Field Survey
Kimley-Horn cultural resources management staff conducted an intensive pedestrian survey of the

entirety of the Project area on August 7, 2025 and February 2, 2026. Due to the developed and
landscaped environment, a combination of reconnaissance and intensive survey methods were used
(Figures 8 and 9). Reconnaissance was used for paved areas and for areas of the golf course and soccer
park that were being actively utilized by recreationists. Intensive methods included 15-20 meter
transects from east to west in the portions of the Project area that were not being actively utilized. Staff
observed non-native vegetation and landscaping throughout the Project area, and surface visibility was
low due to planted non-native turf throughout the area. No cultural or paleontological resources were
discovered as a result of survey.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This study noted the Project area had been previously surveyed for cultural resources as a part of four (4)
prior studies, which did not result in the identification of cultural resources within the Project area.
Additionally, research indicated that no paleontological resources had been previously identified within
the Project area. The field survey conducted for this study also did not identify any cultural or
paleontological resources within the Project area and observed extensive development throughout.

Due to the lack of identified archaeological resources within the Project area as a result of research and
survey, as well as the extensive previous development, the Project area maintains a low potential for both
surface and buried archaeological resources. The presence of paleontological resources nearby within

14
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Figures 8 and 9: Project Area Overview, Facing North

Figure 10: Cucamonga Creek Channel Bridge, Facing North
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similar soil contexts, as well as the presence of Pleistocene-aged alluvium underlaying the Project area,

indicates the Project area retains a moderate potential for paleontological resources at depths below the

existing depth of disturbance.

As such, it is recommended that the Project adopt mitigation measures that outline the requirements

for the process for inadvertent discovery of cultural and paleontological resources, as well as the process

for inadvertent discoveries of human remains pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5 and PCR Section 5097.94-98. It is further recommended that cultural-based measures be created
in consultation with Native American Tribes who elect to consult on the Project under CEQA, assuming

such consultation will be required and occur. Examples of such measures are below:

Cultural Resources

Inadvertent Discoveries of Cultural Resources: In the event that cultural resources are
inadvertently unearthed or encountered during excavation and grading activities, all work within
50 ft of the find shall cease and an archaeologist that meets Secretary of Interior Professional
Qualifications in Archaeology (Qualified Archaeologist) and consulting Tribes, if any, shall be
contacted. The Qualified Archaeologist, or his/her designee, shall record and evaluate the
resource for potential significance. The lead agency shall confer with the consulting Tribes, if
any, regarding the significance of the resource and its potential as a Tribal Cultural Resource
(TCR) under CEQA. Should the Qualified Archaeologist and/or consulting Tribes have concerns
that the find is potentially significant, the Qualified Archaeologist shall prepare a mitigation plan
for review and approval by the lead agency and any consulting Tribes. If avoidance of the
resource(s) is not feasible, salvage operation requirements pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5 shall be followed.

Inadvertent Discoveries of Human Remains: If human remains are encountered during the
undertaking, California State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that excavation shall
cease within the vicinity of the find. As such, no further disturbance shall occur within 100 feet
of the discovery until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition of
the remains pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. The County Coroner must be
notified of the find immediately. If the remains are determined to be prehistoric, the Coroner
will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which will determine and notify a
Most Likely Descendant (MLD). With the permission of the landowner or his/her authorized
representative, the MLD may inspect the site of the discovery within 48 hours of notification. If
the NAHC is unable to identify an MLD, the MLD fails to make a recommendation, or the
landowner or his/her authorized representative rejects the recommendation, the human
remains and associated items will be interred on the property with appropriate dignity in a
location that will not be subject to future disturbance.

Paleontological Resources

Inadvertent Discoveries of Paleontological Resources: In the event that paleontological
resources are inadvertently unearthed or encountered during excavation and grading activities,
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all work within 50 ft of the find shall cease and a paleontologist shall be contacted. As all
specimens are considered significant, they will be subject to excavation and recovery. In most
cases, this fossil salvage can be completed in a short period of time. However, some fossil
specimens, such as a complete large mammal skeleton, may require an extended salvage period.
In these instances, the paleontologist will be allowed to temporarily direct, divert, or halt grading
to allow recovery of fossil remains in a timely manner. Because of the potential for the recovering
of small fossil remains, such as isolated mammal teeth, it may be necessary to set up a screen-
washing operation on site. Fossil remains collected during the monitoring and salvage portion of
the program will be cleaned, repaired, sorted, and catalogued. Prepared fossils, along with copies
of all pertinent field notes, photos, and maps, will be deposited (as a donation) in a scientific
institution with permanent paleontological collections located within the County (or, if no
repository is available, adjacent Counties). A final data recovery report will be completed by the
paleontologist that includes discussions of the methods used, stratigraphic section(s) exposed,
fossils collected, and significance of recovered fossils. The report will be submitted to the lead
agency upon completion.

17
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NAHC Sacred Lands File Search Results
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom, Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

July 29, 2025

Max Bieber
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

Via Email fo: Max.Bieber@kimley-horn.com

Re: Ontario Corporate Yard Project, San Bernardino County

To Whom It May Concern:

As requested, a search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File
(SLF) was completed based on information submitted for the above referenced project. The
results were negative. Be aware that tribes do not always record their sacred sites in the SLF, nor
are they required to do so. As such, an SLF search is not a substitute for consultation with all
fribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with a project’s geographic area.

Attached is a list of Native American tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
project’s geographic area. Please contact all of the listed tribes as they may have information
about sacred sites within the project area that is not listed with the NAHC.

If within two weeks of noftification, a response has not been received, the Commission requests
that you follow up with a telephone call or email to ensure that the project information was
received.

If you receive notification of a change of address or phone number from a tribe, please inform
the NAHC so that we can assure that our lists contain current information.

In addition fo engaging in fribal consultation, you should consult the appropriate regional
Cadalifornia Historical Research Information System (CHRIS) information center to determine
whether it has information regarding the presence of recorded archaeological sites within the
project area.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at
Andrew.Green@nahc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Mw/g’ww,

Andrew Green
Cultural Resources Analyst
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Native American Heritage Commission

Native American Contact List
San Bernardino County

7/29/2025
Tribe Name Fed (F) Contact Person Contact Address Phone # Fax # Email Address Cultural Affiliation Counties Last Updated
Non-Fed (N)
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians F Lacy Padilla, Director of Historic 5401 Dinah Shore Drive (760) 333-5222 (760) 699-6919 ACBCI-THPO@aguacaliente.net Cahuilla Imperial,Riverside,San Bernardino,San Diego 1/11/2024
Preservation/THPO Palm Springs, CA, 92264
Cahuilla Band of Indians F Anthony Madrigal, Tribal Historic 152701 CA Highway 371 (951) 763-5549 anthonymad2002@gmail.com Cahuilla Imperial,Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 6/28/2023
Preservation Officer Anza, CA, 92539 Bernardino,San Diego
Cahuilla Band of Indians F BobbyRay Esparza, Cultural 52701 CA Highway 371 (951) 763-5549 besparza@cahuilla-nsn.gov Cahuilla Imperial,Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 6/28/2023
Director Anza, CA, 92539 Bernardino,San Diego
Cahuilla Band of Indians F Erica Schenk, Chairperson 52701 CA Highway 371 (951) 590-0942 (951) 763-2808 chair@cahuilla-nsn.gov Cahuilla Imperial,Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 2/1/2024
Anza, CA, 92539 Bernardino,San Diego
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh N Andrew Salas, Chairperson P.O. Box 393 (844) 390-0787 admin@gabrielenoindians.org Gabrieleno Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 8/18/2023
Nation Covina, CA, 91723 Bernardino,Santa Barbara,Ventura
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh N Christina Swindall Martinez, P.O. Box 393 (844) 390-0787 admin@gabrielenoindians.org Gabrieleno Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 8/18/2023
Nation Secretary Covina, CA, 91723 Bernardino,Santa Barbara,Ventura
Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of N Anthony Morales, Chairperson P.O. Box 693 (626) 483-3564 (626) 286-1262 GTTribalcouncil@aol.com Gabrieleno Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 12/4/2023
Mission Indians San Gabriel, CA, 91778 Bernardino,Santa Barbara,Ventura
Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California N Robert Dorame, Chairperson P.0. Box 490 (562) 761-6417 (562) 761-6417 gtongva@gmail.com Gabrielino Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 3/16/2023
Tribal Council Bellflower, CA, 90707 Bernardino,Santa Barbara,Ventura
Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California N Christina Conley, Cultural P.O. Box 941078 (626) 407-8761 christina.marsden@alumni.usc.ed Gabrielino Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 3/16/2023
Tribal Council Resource Administrator Simi Valley, CA, 93094 u Bernardino,Santa Barbara,Ventura
Gabrielino/Tongva Nation N Sandonne Goad, Chairperson 106 1/2 Judge John Aiso St., (951) 807-0479 sgoad@gabrielino-tongva.com Gabrielino Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 3/28/2023
#231 Bernardino,Santa Barbara,Ventura
Los Angeles, CA, 90012
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe N Charles Alvarez, Chairperson 23454 Vanowen Street (310) 403-6048 Chavez1956metro@gmail.com Gabrielino Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 5/30/2023
West Hills, CA, 91307 Bernardino,Santa Barbara,Ventura
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe N Sam Dunlap, Cultural Resource  P.O. Box 3919 (909) 262-9351 tongvatcr@gmail.com Gabrielino Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 5/30/2023
Director Seal Beach, CA, 90740 Bernardino,Santa Barbara,Ventura
Quechan Indian Tribe of the Fort Yuma F Jonathan Koteen, President, P.O.Box 1899 (760) 919-3600 executivesecretary@quechantribe. Quechan Imperial,Kern,Los Angeles,Riverside,San 6/4/2025
Reservation Quechan Tribal Council Yuma, AZ, 85366-1899 com Bernardino,San Diego
Quechan Indian Tribe of the Fort Yuma F Jill McCormick, Historic P.O. Box 1899 (928) 261-0254 historicpreservation@quechantrib Quechan Imperial,Kern,Los Angeles,Riverside,San 1/31/2025
Reservation Preservation Officer Yuma, AZ, 85366-1899 e.com Bernardino,San Diego
Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians F Steven Estrada, Tribal Chairman P.O. Box 391820 (951) 659-2700 (951) 659-2228 sestrada@santarosa-nsn.gov Cahuilla Imperial,Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 4/8/2024
Anza, CA, 92539 Bernardino,San Diego
Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians F Vanessa Minott, Tribal P.O. Box 391820 (951) 659-2700 (951) 659-2228 vminott@santarosa-nsn.gov Cahuilla Imperial,Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 4/8/2024
Administrator Anza, CA, 92539 Bernardino,San Diego
Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians F Mercedes Estrada, Cultural P.O. Box 391820 (951) 659-2700 (951) 659-2228 mestrada@santarosa-nsn.gov Cahuilla Imperial,Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 5/21/2025
Director Anza, CA, 92539 Bernardino,San Diego
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians F Jessica Valdez, Cultural Resource P.O. Box 487 (951) 663-6261 (951) 654-4198 jvaldez@soboba-nsn.gov Cahuilla Imperial,Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 7/14/2023
Specialist San Jacinto, CA, 92581 Luiseno Bernardino,San Diego
Soboba Band of Luiseno Indians F Joseph Ontiveros, Tribal Historic  P.O. Box 487 (951) 663-5279 (951) 654-4198 jontiveros@soboba-nsn.gov Cahuilla Imperial,Los Angeles,Orange,Riverside,San 7/14/2023
Preservation Officer San Jacinto, CA, 92581 Luiseno Bernardino,San Diego

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources

Code.

This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources assessment for the proposed Ontario Corporate Yard Project, San Bernardino County.

07/29/2025 02:06 PM
lofl
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Resource List

Ontario Yard
Primary No.  Trinomial Other IDs Type Age Attribute codes Recorded by Reports
P-36-007096 CA-SBR-007096H Other - CP-29-HS Site Historic AH06 SB-02795
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Report List

Ontario Yard
Report No.  Other IDs Year Author(s) Title Affiliation Resources
SB-00307 NADB-R - 1060307; 1976 HARRIS, RUTH D. ARCHAEOLOGICAL - HISTORICAL SAN BERNARDINO

SB-00317

SB-00324

SB-01112

SB-01298

SB-02795

SB-03584

SB-03590

Voided - 76-3.5

NADB-R - 1060317,
Voided - 76-4.2

NADB-R - 1060324;
Voided - 76-4.8

NADB-R - 1061112;
Voided - 81-4.2

NADB-R - 1061298;
Voided - 82-8.4

NADB-R - 1062795

NADB-R - 1063584

NADB-R - 1063590

1976

1976

1981

1982

1991

1998

1974

MARTZ, PATRICIA

HARRIS, RUTH D.

SMITH, GERALD A. and
MICHAEL K. LERCH

SCIENTIFIC
RESOURCE SURVEYS,
INC.

HAMPSON, R. PAUL,
JAMES J. SCHMIDT,
AND JUNE A. SCHMIDT

BRECHBIEL, BRANT

PEAK, ANN S.

ASSESSMENT, PROPOSED ANNEXATION
TO THE CITY OF ONTARIO

DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF THE
CULTURAL RESOURCES: CUCAMONGA,
DEMENS, DEER AND HILLSIDE CREEK
CHANNELS, SAN BERNARDINO AND
RIVERSIDE COUNTIES, CALIFORNIA

ARCHAEOLOGICAL - HISTORICAL
RESOURCES ASSESSMENT OF AREA
BOUNDED BY PHILADELPHIA STREET ON
THE NORTH, BAKER AVENUE ON THE
EAST, RIVERSIDE DRIVE ON THE SOUTH,
AND SULTANA AVENUE ON THE WEST

CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSESSMENT
OF TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 11917, YUCCA
VALLEY, CALIFORNIA

ARCHAEOLOGICAL/PALEONTOLOGICAL/HI
STORICAL SURVEY REPORT ON THE
TRACE ORGANICS DEMONSTRATION
STUDY SITE LOCATED IN THE ONTARIO
AREA OF SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY,
CALIFORNIA

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVESTIGATION:
CAJON PIPELINE PROJECT

CULTURAL RESOURCE RECORDS
SEARCH & LITERATURE REVIEW FOR A
PBMS TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY:
CM 161-212, ONTARIO, CA. 4PP

ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF THE
CHINO BASIN MUNICIPAL WATER
DISTRICT'S REGIONAL PLANT ADDITION
#1, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CA. 16PP

COUNTY MUSEUM
ASSOCIATION

ARCHAEOLOGICAL
RESEARCH UNIT, UCR

SAN BERNARDINO
COUNTY MUSEUM
ASSOCIATION

SAN BERNARDINO
COUNTY MUSEUM
ASSOCIATION

SCIENTIFIC RESOURCE
SURVEYS, INC.

GREENWOOD &
ASSOCIATES

LSA

PEAK & ASSOCIATES

36-000270, 36-000895, 36-000897,
36-000898, 36-000899, 36-000900,
36-000901, 36-000902, 36-015231

36-002910, 36-004252, 36-004253,
36-004255, 36-004268, 36-004271,
36-004272, 36-004411, 36-004418,
36-005361, 36-005362, 36-005568,
36-006793, 36-007076, 36-007077,
36-007078, 36-007079, 36-007080,
36-007081, 36-007082, 36-007084,
36-007085, 36-007086, 36-007087,
36-007088, 36-007089, 36-007090,
36-007091, 36-007092, 36-007093,
36-007094, 36-007095, 36-007096
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Report List
Ontario Yard

Report No.  Other IDs Year Author(s) Title Affiliation Resources

SB-04136 NADB-R - 1064136 2002 DAHDUL, MIRIAM IDENTIFICATION & EVALUATION OF CRM TECH
HISTORIC PROPERTY: PHILADELPHIA ST
RECYCLED WATER PIPELINE, CITY OF
ONTARIO, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY,
CA. 21PP

SB-04137 NADB-R - 1064137 2003 HOGAN, MICHAEL and  ADDENDUM OT CRM TECH
BAI TANG HISTORICAL/ARCHAEOLOGICAL
RESOURCES SURVEY, PHILIADELPHIA ST
RECYCLED WATER PIPELINE, CITY OF
ONTARIO, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY,
CA. 13PP

SB-04142 NADB-R - 1064142 2002 TANG, BAl and JOSH IDENTIFICATION & EVALUATION OF CRM TECH
SMALLWOOD HISTORICAL PROPERTIES: RECYCLED
WATER FACILITIES IMPROVEMENTS
PROJECT, REGIONAL PLANTS NO. 1 &
NO. 4, CITIES OF ONTARIO & RANCHO
CUCAMONGA, SAN BERNARDINO
COUNTY, CA. 26PP

SB-04150 NADB-R - 1064150 2002 BUDINGER, FRED E. PROPOSED WIRELESS DEVICE TETRA TECH, INC
MONOPINE & EQUIPMENT CABINET;
WHISPER LAKE SITE, 2450 RIVERSIDE
DR, ONTARIO, CA. 12PP

SB-04196 NADB-R - 1064196 2002 KYLE, CAROLYNE. CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT KYLE CONSULTING
FOR CINGULAR WIRELESS FACILITY SB
194-01, CITY OF UPLAND, SAN
BERNARDINO COUNTY, CA. 14PP

SB-04674 NADB-R - 1064674 2004 BONNER, WAYNE H. RECORDS SEARCH RESULTS AND SITE
and CHRISTEEN VISIT FOR CINGULAR WIRELESS
TANIGUCHI TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY
CANDIDATE SB-476-01 (VILLA PARK
TRUCKING) 2301 EAST FRANCIS STREET,
ONTARIO, SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY,

CALIFORNIA
SB-05358 NADB-R - 1065358 1976 Sider, W.A. Cucamonga Creek 1776-1976 After 200
Years.
SB-05367 NADB-R - 1065367 2004 Marvin, Judith and Cultural Resource Assessment: Hofer Ranch  LSA 36-016249, 36-016261
Riordan Goodwin Airport Business Park Specific Plan

Amendment, City of Ontario, San Bernardino
County, California.
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Report List

Ontario Yard
Report No.  Other IDs Year Author(s) Title Affiliation Resources
SB-05424 NADB-R - 1065424 2006 Tang, Bai "Tom", Deirdre Historica/Archaeological Resources Survey CRM Tech 36-013229, 36-013230, 36-013231,
Encarnacion, Daniel Report: Planning Area 4, Riverside Drive and 36-013232, 36-013233, 36-013234,
Ballester, Josh Walker Avenue, City of Ontario, San 36-013235, 36-013236, 36-013237,
Smallwood, and Terri Bernardino County, California. 36-013238, 36-013239, 36-013240,
Jacquemain 36-013241, 36-013242, 36-013243,
36-013244
SB-05478 NADB-R - 1065478 2006 Bonner, Wayne H. and Cultural Resource Records Search Results Michael brandman
Sarah A. Williams and Site Visit for Royal Street Associates
Communications, LLC Telecommunications
Facility Candidate LA0723D (Westwind Park),
2425 East Riverside Drive, Ontario, San
Bernardino County, California
SB-06665 NADB-R - 1066665 2009 Hogan, Michael, Deirdre  Identification and Evaluation of Historic CRM Tech
Encarnacion, Harry M. Properties: 930 Zone Recycled Water
Quinn, Daniel Ballester,  Project, Cities of Chino Hills, Chino and
and Laura Hensley Ontario, San Bernardino County, California.
Shaker
SB-08257 2016 Tang, Bai Due-Diligence Historical/Archaeological CRM TECH

Resources Study Inland Empire Utilities
Agency Recharge Basin Maintenance Plan
Chino Basin Area, San Bernardino and
Riverside Counties, California CRM TECH
Contract No. 2989
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Natural History Museum
of Los Angeles County
900 Exposition Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA gooo7

tel 213.763.DINO

NATURAL www.nhm.org
HISTORY

MUSEUM )
$0s ANCELS: CoilTY Research & Collections

e-mail: paleorecords@nhm.org

July 20, 2025

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
Attn: Max Bieber

re: Paleontological resources records search for the Ontario Corporate Yard Project
Dear Max:

I have conducted a search of our paleontology collection records for the proposed development at the
Ontario Corporate Yard project area as outlined on the portion of the Guasti USGS topographic
quadrangle map that you sent to me via e-mail on July 15, 2025. We do not have fossil localities that
have been recorded or georeferenced directly within the proposed project area, but we do have fossil
localities nearby from similar sedimentary deposits that may occur in the proposed project area, either at
the surface or at depth.

The following table shows the closest known localities in the collection of the Natural History
Museum of Los Angeles County (NHMLA).

Locality
Number Location Formation Taxa Depth
LACM VP Unknown formation 100 feet
4619 Wineville Ave, Eastvale, CA  (Pleistocene) Mammoth (Mammuthus)  bgs
Unknown formation
LACM VP W of Orchard Park, Chino (eolian, tan silt; Whip snake 9-11 feet
7811 Valley Pleistocene) (Masticophis) bgs
LACM VP Sundance Condominiums, S  Unknown formation
7268, 7271 of Los Serranos Golf Course  (Pleistocene) Horse (Equus) Unknown
Ground sloth
Near intersection of Vellano (Nothrotheriops);
Club Dr. and Palmero Dr., elephant family
LACM VP Oakcrest Development; N of  Unknown formation (Proboscidea); horse
7508 Serrano Canyon, Chino Hills  (Pleistocene) (Equus) Unknown
Unknown (light brown
shale with interbeds
LACM VP W of intersection of English of very coarse brown  Horse (Equus), camel 15-20 feet
1728 Rd & Peyton Dr, Chino sand; Pleistocene) (Camelops) bgs

VP, Vertebrate Paleontology, IP, Invertebrate Paleontology, bgs, below ground surface

This records search is limited to the records of the NHMLA. It is not intended as a
paleontological assessment of the project for the purposes of California Environmental Quality


mailto:smcleod@nhm.org
mailto:smcleod@nhm.org

Act (CEQA) or National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Potentially fossil-bearing units are
present in the project area, either at the surface or in the subsurface. As such, NHMLA
recommends that a paleontological assessment be conducted by a paleontologist meeting Federal
(43 Code of Federal Regulations Part 49.110) or Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards
for compliance with applicable regulations, such as CEQA or NEPA.

Sincerely,

(Ueqpser sl

Alyssa Bell, Ph.D.
Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County
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