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CULTURAL RESOURCESINVESTIGATIONS
OF THE PROPOSEDTEMPLO LA HERMOSA PROIECT,
MERCED COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

1. INTRODUCT]ON
The proposed project, construction site of the Templo La Hermosa church
(hereafterTLH project),is locatedill Merced Countv, Calilomja (Figure.l). The proposed
project area is displayed on the U.S. GeologicalS:urtey Merccd,Cal{ 7.5-minuteseries
topogaphic quadrangle(Figure 2). The projectsite is approximately3.5 miles easto{ the
City of Merced and approximatel)'5.5miles west of the comn1urtityof Planada.lt is 1,650
ft west of Kjbby Road on the north side of StateRoute (SR)140,and is locaiedwitlin the
SW % of the NE %, Section 27, I7S, R148, MDM&BL. The s.s-acre project area that
required cultural lesourcesinvestigatioruis indicated on maps provided by the client,
and was identi{iedin the {ield by Global PositionjngSystemcoordinatesand projectnaps
(Figures1-2).
Cultural resourcesinvestigationsof the proposed project site were requestedby
Ms. Raadha Jacobstein, Professional Planner, Envjronmental Plaining Partners,
Sloughhouse,California.Cultural resourcesinvestigationswere conductedin compliance
u'ith the Calilornia EnvironmentalQuaiity Act (CEQA) of 1970and subsequentrevisions.
The author of this report conductedintensivecultural resourcesinspectionof the entire
projectsite,which presentlyis an almond or-chard.
Scopeof Investigations
Cultural resources irvestigations of the proposed TLH project arca were
conductcdto determinewhether prehisto c or historicalarchaeologicalcultural resources
are locatedin the project arca.The investigationspresentedin this report include prefield
(sensitivity and background) research,discussiono{ the elrvironmental,archaeologlcal,
ethnogaaphic,historical and paleontologicalaspectsof the proiect region ard specilic
projectarea,Native Ameican consultatiorydescriptionof direct inspectionof the project
site,and assessrnent
of the resultsof the cultural resourcesinvestigations.
The information obtained in the course of cultural resources illvestisatiolrs of the
pioposed project has been deposiied in the project files administrated by ihe pdncipal
investigator, and the report of investigations has been submitted to the Oftice of Histodc
PreservatioryCalifornia Histodcal ResourcesInformation System, Cenkal California
Inlormation Center,Califomia StateUniversity,Stanislaus,Turlock, CaliIornia.
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RegulatoryFramework
o Califomia Environmental Q'|rality Act of 1970 (CEQA) and subscquent
revisions; Public ResourcesCode 210000et se4. lcu]tural resourceaare
defined in 15064.51
o Califomia Register of Histo cal Resources (CRFIR); Assembly Bill 2gg1
(Amended Chapter 1075,Public ResourcesCode;September1992;Effective
Jdnuary1, tqqr Ch.l0754850et .p4.)
o Archaeology and Historic Preservation, Secretary of the Interiot's
Professional Qualilications Srandards (36 CFR 6l;48 FR 44716). (The
qualificationsof all personnelengagedin cultural resoulcessuwey for the
subject project mcct or cxceed the cdteria of the S€ctetary of the interior,s
Prolessional
Stand.rrds,orarchaeologists)
Under CEQA r.equirements,an jmpact on cultural resources is considered
significant if
proposed project would result in an effect that may change the
_the
significance of the resource, including dcmolition, replacement, substantial ;lteratio;, and
relocationof a historic propertv. Beforethe level of significanceof potential impacts can
be determinedthe importanceof potentiallyaffectedculturai resouriesmust be aisessed.
2. SETTING
Natural Setting
Description of the ProiectRegion
The proposed TL"t{ project is ldated in Merced County (Figures I and 2). The
projectregionjs dominated primarily by agriculture.The surrounding region exhibitslow
reliet at an elevation of c. 185 ft NG\rD29. The project area is in-CaiiJornia'sCentral
Valley,in the Lower SonoranZone (Mcrriam 1898;btoier and Usinger 1963).The original
vegetation aspect o{ this part of the Ccntral Valley consisted primarily of nitive
bunch-grassand oak parkland or savanna,relieved by well developed riparial zones
aiong the SanJoaquinand its major hibutaries,including the Merced River (Barbourarrd
Majot 1977;Gtlbert'1879; Heady 1977:491-514).The present aspect of rhe area around the
proposed proiect is an intricate pattem oJ orchards,pasture land and cultivated fields.
The roadsidcs and pastures are covered with seasonallydense native and introcluced
grassesand forbs.
. During prehistoric times (prior to the 1850s)the natural vegetation aspectof the
project area probably coruisted mostly of grasslands and oak parklard/savanna
clraracterized by valley oak (Quercuslobata),interior live oak (euercus tiislizenii), blue oak
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(Quercusdouglasii),
buckeire(Aescirft.rs
caht'omio),and related species(Katibah1984).The
terain, gently undulating to the southwest,was o ginally coveredwith mixcd Perennial
bunchgrass,probably dominated by purple needlegrass(Stipapulchra\.The vegetation
aspectof most of the Central Valley has of coursebeen altered drastically sincethe late
1850s.The oak ard brush associationthat once dominated the lowlands along the San
Joaquinand its tributaies has been profoundly reduced,compared to its fomer extent
(Hanes19n.417-170).The highly alteredvegetationaspectof the Valle,vresults,of coume,
fuom developmentoJ agdculture, livestock ancl dairy enterprises,arld creationof urban
centers.Most of the land hasbeencultivatedfor decades-somelocationsfor more than a
.entury. Pre-agricultural vegetation pattems in the Central Valley are discussedor
depicted by Bakker (1961),Barboui and Major (19771,Burcham (1957),Dasmann(1966),
Heady (1977),Kiichler (1977),Mason (1957),and Munz and Keck (1959),anong othels.
WildliJe native to the Central Vallcy in prehistotic times included Coiumbialr
nannodes),
ltemionuscolumbianus),
tu]e elk (Cercuscanadensis
black-taileddeer (Odocoileus
(Lepus
sp.),ground squirrels
pronghorn (Antilocapranmeicana),bear (lJrsrlssp.), rabbits
(Thomomys
sp.),porcupines(Erethizonsp.),badgers(Tdaidcd5P.)and many other species,
almost all of which, locally abundant,were hunted by the Native Amedcan residentso{
the Valley.Sincethe arrival o{ Europeansmany specjeshave been extirpated.
Geologicalfeaturesof the Cenhal Valley are describedby Hackel (1966:217-238)
soilsby Lll ich and Stromberg (1951);hydrology
and Poland and Evenson(1966:239-248);
by the Stateof California Deparhnentof Water Resources(1959)ard Taylor (1913);flora
Bolsinger(1988),Griffin (1973),Munz (1959,1968),Nichaus
by Barbourand Major (:1977),
and Ripper (1.976),and Smith (1988);fauna by Grinlreii et al. (1934, Ingles (1965),and
Stebbins(1966);avifaunaby Peterson(1961).
Insights into human occupationof the Central Valley are provided by Bauml.roff
(1963),Bealsand Hester (1960),Beck and Haase(1974),Cook (1955,1960),Cutter (1950),
Hohenthal et al. (1972),Kroeber (1925),Rodman (1963),Roske (1968),and ThomPson
(1954. The subsistenceeconomiesof the principal Native American tribes in tle Central
Va1leyare discussedby Baumhoff ('1963,1978),Beals and Hester (1960),Heizer and
Elsasser(1980),Heizer and f rhipple (1951),Kroeber (1925),Latta (1949,197f, and Spier
(1954\.
Des.ription of the Local Envilonment
The envjronmental setting of the TLH project area is typical of the Lower Sonoran
Zone (Meiriarn 1898),described by Holland (1986)ard Storer and Usinger (1963:24.
SeveralMerced County watercourcescontributeto the Merced River, a major tlibutaly oj
tie San Joaquin.Pdol to commencementof intensive agriculture the proPosedproject
areawas prirnadly grassland,relievedby riparian flora along major watercourses
(Barbourand Major 1977;Holland 1986).
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The present vegetation aspectof the area in which the proposed TLH project is
located is primarily composed of row crops, orchards, and vineyards irdgated by a
compiex system of canals and laterals. Locally, there has been intensive industrial
development,e.g.,CastleAirport, and extensiveftansportationcollidom include county
roads,farm roads,the SantaFe and SouthernPacificrailroads,and Highway 99.
PaleontologicalBackground
The area in \,vhich the proposed TLH project is situated is not known to have
produced significant paleontological resources (University of California, Berkeley
Museum of Paleontology 2011),although fossils have been found aiong Black Rascal
Creek near the subjectproject area.The geologicalbackground o{ the Ccntral Valley has
been descdbed by Hackel (1966:2'17-238);
economic and minerals deposits are discussed
(1966:249-252).
Tl.relate Jurassicor Late CretaceousFranciscanformation rarely
by Hafi
containsmegafossils,but Foramini{erain limestone and Radiolaria in chert are locally
but thcse formations aie not exposedwithin
abundant,according to Hackel (-1966:220),
ihe TLH project area.The Lowei EoceneTeslaFormatronis prcdoninantly a sandstone
unit containing megafossils(Throckmorton19BB);the marine Neogeneformations near
Coalinga have been studied (Adegoke 1969; Stewart 1944); thc upper Eocene
KreyenhagenFormation consistsof a thick and widespreaddeposit of shalc,exposed,for
exarnple,near PachecoPass(Clalk and Campbell 1945).Hill (1975:89ff.) describesthe
Tertiary lardscape of the Central Valley, characterizing it as "savannah county"
domjnatedby a subtropicalclimate:
What Tertiary fossilswe do have, aside Jrom the plant fossils,are chiefly
ren-nants oJ teeth and bones oJ larger alimals, blowsels and grazers in the
savanlra.Near Knights Ferry, closeto Tuolur-nneTable Mountain, paleontologists
have unearthed the remains of t\,volittle horses (Nannipus and Hipparjon), two
camels,a pronghorn antelope,and one tooth of a mastodon.
At Oakdale, fragments of two ground squirrels ard a rabbit, two other
small horses(Neohipparionand Pliohippus),a small camel,and another
pronghom were buried [Hill 1975:90-91].
Generally,the TLH area within Merccd Counb' is covered by extensivemantle of
rnarhe arld continental erosional detritus, which, over the course of many centuriet has
bu ed fossil-bearingformations (Norris and Webb 1990).However, the extensive ver
outwash depositsalong the coursesof ancientrivers and thef modern counterparts,e.9.,
the Merced and SanJoaquin,provide localjtieswhere remainsof Pleistoceneand Te*iary
fauna and flora might be found. The occurrence of such remains contained in sand or
gravel matrix depositsis of courseessentiallyfortuitous and unpredictable--suchremains
are found by chance.An example is the recentdiscovery and subsequentexcavationof
the skeletal remairrsof a mammoth (Mammulhussp.) {ound in gravel deposits on the
Merced River and recovered by students from Merced Junior College. This find
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(unpublished)is of interestto paleontologistsand archaeoiogistsalike, sinceelsewherein
the Unitcd Statesancient artiJactshave been {ound associatedwith mamnoth remains
(Agenbroad1984;Davis 1987;Haynes 1991).ln the event that floral or faunal fossilsand
subfossiisare found ir the TLH pioject area,appropiaie proceduies should be invoked
(seeRecommendations,
this report).
Cullural Setting
RegionalArchaeologicalBackground
The background of regional archaeologicalresearchin the Central ValJeyis given
by Beardsley(1948,1954),
Fagan(2003,Heizer (7949,1978),
Jonesand Klar (2007),Moratto
(1984),Napton (1981),Prichard ('1967,1970\,Riddell and Olsen (1969),Rosenthaland
Meyer (2004),arrd Ragir (1972).Among the early reports of archaeologicalinvestigations
in the Central Vallev are those conductedby Gifford and Schenck(1926),Hewes (1941),
fthenck (1926),and Schenckand Dawson (1929).Ofher investigationshave beenrepoded
by Fenenga(1970),Heizer (1974),Jolnson and Schulz (1980),Lillard et al. (1939),and
Olsenand Wilson (1964).
Excavationsin the Mokelumne and ArnericanRiver drainageswere conductedby
I-illard et al. (1939),resultulg ir the identificationof three major periods of Ccntral Valley
prehistoryr the "Early," "Transitional,"and 'Late" periods. Subsequently,Hcjzer (1949)
referredto theseperiods as "hodzons,' and proposedthat the Early Horizon coveredthe
period 2500BC-500BC, the Middle Horizon 500 BC-AD 800, and the Late Horjzon AD
800-1820.
The sequenceproposed by Heizer was adopted by Beardsley(1948,1954)and
hasbeenapplied to the Bay Area and the lower CentralValley asweil. Thesehodzons are
characterizedbriefly asfollows:
Early Horizory 2500BC-500BC: Burial oientation is pione, Jacedown ar.rdfully
extended;the material culture includes charmstones,large, heavy lanceolateprojectile
points, flat slab "metates"(milling bases),stone bowl rnortars, pestles,and rectangular
stonepalettes.Fiber-tempercdbaked clay culinary globuieswere substitutedfor cooking
stones.This period is reprcsentedat CA-SAC-107(Windmiller Mound) and at CA-SJO-56,
-68, -172,-0742,and -168.Primary referencesinclude Heizer (1949,-1974),Lillard et al.
(1939),Meighan (1987:28-36),
and Ragrr(1972).
Middle (Transitional) Horizon, 500 BC-AD 800: Burials are tightly flexed;
oemations are IaIe but often accompaniedby funerary goods; of{erings with primaiy
interments are rare; there is cvidence of warfare. The matedal cultute includes large,
heavy projectile points and coiled basketry, ihe latter indicated by the presenceof
numerous bone awls. Charmstonet presumablyused in ceremonies,are conrnon. One
of the "typical"sitesis CA-SAC-66(MorseMound). Primary referencesinclude Beardsley
(1948,1954)andSchenckand Dawson (1929).
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Late Horizon, AD 800-AD 1820:The material culture includes quantities o{ shell
beads,small serrated side-notchedProjectilePoints, bowi mortars, cylind cal Pestles,
steatitepipes ar1dnumerous ornaments;ctemations are increasingly common TyPical
sites: CA--CO-138 (Hotchkiss) and CA-STA-0044(Hoods Cree9 Pdmary references
(1977),and Fredrickson(1973).
include Benr.ryhoff
the
The California cultural horizons, their salient cultural traits or charactedstics,
time pedods subsumed by each, and many other toPics concerning them have been
extcniively discussedin ihe California archaeoiogicalliterature (Moratto 1984)-ln 1972,
Sonia Ragir reierred to the three horizons as "cultures" resPectively,the Windmiiler,
Cosumnei, ard Hotchkiss.Further information Pertajningto the archaeologyof central
CaliJorniais offered by Bearclsley(1948,1954),Gero\\' and Force (1968),Lillard et al
(1939),Moratto (1984),ind Ragir (1972).A recentsummary focusing on the prehistor]'o{
ihe SantaClara Valley, written by Mark Hylkema (200f provides {reshinsightsregarding
the lateTransitionand Late phascsof CaliJornias PrehistoD'
Local AlchaeologicalBackground
The arcl-ueology of Merced County has not been reviewed comprehensively, with
the exceptionof the siite-wide synthesiscomPiledby Moratto (1984)and the county-wide
review by Napton (2008).A pioneer archaeologicalsurvey that included some Merced
Cour1tysiteswas undertaken by Hewes (1941)and his colJeaguesfrom the Univercity of
Califoinia,Berkeley.Extensivearchaeologicalinvestigationsconductedalong the Merced
to the confluenceof the Merced and San
River from YosemiteNational Park dor,r'nstream
Joaquin are summarized by Clewlow (1976) and Napton (1981). Archaeological
inveitigations have been undertakelr in western Merced County, in the area alfected by
the SanLuis Dam (Mikkelsenand Hildebrandt 1990) In westem Merced County, research
in the PachecoPass-SanLuis Reseruoirarea was conductedby Olsen and his colleagues,
who undertook extensivearchaeologicalsurvey and excavationPrecedingconstructionof
the Sar-rLuis Dam, resulting in identification of four iocal archaeologicalPhases:the
and Panoche
BC); Pachico (2600BC-AD 300);Gonzaga(AD 300-1000);
Positas,(3300-2600
(Olsen 1970;Olsen and Payen 1969).This sequenceremairrsthc most
(AD 150b-1S50)
firmly establishedlocal cultural clrronologyPertainingto westein MercedCounty'
EthnoglaphicBackground
The project area is located within the folmer terjtory of the Penutian-speaking
The tribe occupiedan areaextending from rhe crest of the
Yokuts (Kroeber1925:474-543).
Coast (Diablo) Range eastward into the foothills of the Sieira Nevada, north to the
American River, and south to the uppel SanJoaquin The principal ethnographicsources
for the region include Kroeber (1925), Lafta (1949,'1977), Powe$ (1877), and Wallace
(1978:462-UO\.
The latter discussesthe Northern Valley Yokuts, within whose lormer
tenitory the TLH proiectis located.

The Yokuts are one of the few California tribes thai were divided into h-uetribes,
of 1a'hichthere were JiJty,each o{ which was named. The locations of 40 of these tribes
were recordedby Kroeber.Within this Part of the Central Valley the Yokuts maintained
large sedentaryviliages situatedalong the piinciPal lvatercourses.Someof thescvillages
were populated by severalhundred persons.In general,the PdnciPal area occupiedby
the Yokuts was situatedwest of the conJluenceoJthe Merced and SanJoaquin.The lower
reachesof the Merced were within the tenitory of the Coconoon gaoup of Northern
Valley Yokuts.Wallaceaverred that the Yokuts gradualiy spread from tie SierraNevada
Joothillsinto the Central Valley about five hundred yearsago, but he could Provide liitle
states:
informationconccrningviilage locations.Wallace(1978:462-470)
No large section of CaliJorrriais so little known ethnogaPhically as the
lower or no*hern San ]oaquin Valley. The lack of in{ormation concerning the
aboriginal inhabitantsof the region is due to their rapid disappearanceas a result
oJ disease,missionizatiory and the sudden overunning of their counlry by
The scraps oI
Ame can miners and settlers during the gold rush yearsby the slim
can
be
augmented
historical
documerlts
recorded
in
the
in{ormation
and deficientarchaeologicalrecord.
While it is generally acknowledgedthat very little direct, reliable ethnographic
information is available pertaining to the Yokuts, l<oeber (7925:474-543)
Presentsa
reasonablycomprehensivediscussionof Yokuts ethnoglaPhy,basedmostiy on what was
known prior to 1925regarding the SouthernValley Yokuts,the "nord1efllels"having been
virtually wiped oui by epidemicsin the :l830s.Kroeber's t esearchis supplementedby
locallydetailedinJor.mationobtainedby FrarkLatta (1'949,1,97D.
According to Latta ('1977:157),the project area is lies within the teritoiy formerly
occupied by the Nofihem Valley Yokutg specifically the Ausu ne hibelet. Latta
(192:156)statesthat John Fremont placesthe A?6tnne on the barks of the Merced River,
presumablyupstream hom Livingston, possiblynear present-dayExchequerDam Sam
Ward (Collins 1949)mentions encounteringYokuts along the Merced, but there is very
little reliableethnographicinformation availableconcenringtheir occupationof the lower
reachesof the dver. Regrettably,by the time Kroeber, Latta and others sought reliable
bJormation,most of the Native Americanswho could have provided it had passedaway.
The destructionof the Native American tribal cultures in the Cental Valley betweenthe
ycars 1776 to 1900 has been discussedby Cook (1943,1955, 1960, 1962),Heizer and
Almquist (1971),Holterman (1970),Hurtado (1988),and Leonard (1928).
In sumrnary, having reviewed the PdnciPal ethrograPhic litelatule Pertaining to
the TLH project region it is evident that the earliest ethnoglaPhic documentation (Powers
1874, ihe comprehensive ethnographic daia obtained by Kroeber (1925), local
information gathered by Latta (1949,L977\, and the synthesis prepaled by Wallace (1978),
do not provide sufJicientdetail to peflnit identiJicatjonof ethnographicallydocumented
village sites in specific proiect areas. From the archaeological Point oJ view, the
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eilDographic literature suggeststhat imperishablefeaturesan.l artiJacissuch as house
floors,bedrockmortars, portablemilling implements,flaked stone tools, pottery or baked
clay objects,and other archaeologicalremainsperhapspertaining to Yokuts occupationof
the areamight be found duing cultural resourcesurvey of the proposed TLH projectHistoric Context
The Spalish enteredCaliJorniain the late 1700sand gradually worked their way
northward along the coast.The Franciscansiniended to establisha seriesoi 50 missions,
21 of which lvere constructed along the coast,but their plans for a series o{ inland
rnissionsfailed to materialize (Beattie1930;Priestley1946).Ihe Spanishpresencein the
CentralValley was generallyrestrictcdto initial exploratioo and, latet, occasionalforays
in searchof escapedmissionized Indians (Heizer and Almquist 1971;Magruder 1950).
Diseasesto which the Native ADrericanshad little or no resistancespread rapidly,
decimatingthe indigent populatiory one oI the worst epidemicsoccurring during 18301833(Cook1943,1955,1960,1962).
American exploratiori of the Central Valley and the Delta region began ilr 1827
with the arival of JedediahSmith, closel)' followed by Ewing Young in 1830and J. R.
Walker in 1834.Colonel J. Warner, a member of the Young's trapping cxpedition, carr-le
through the va1leyin 1832-33(Gilbert 1879:11).Warner observedIndian villages on the
San]oaquin "from the baseof the rnountainsdown to, and some distancebelow, the great
slough...as well as on all of its principai tributaries."In 1844JoIu Fremont and his party
headedsouth tluough the Valley, en route crossingMerced and Madera counties.
The Central Valley v/as at first thinly populated by Euroamericans,but this
.l,\l"rile
situation did not long prevail.
the ear'lyexplorationswere taking place,settlement
valley
was
of the
given gaeatimpetus by Spanishconcessions(1775-1822)
and Mexican
land Grants (1822-1846)(Beck and Haase 1974; Cowan 1956). The first land officially
permitted to a pfivate individual was 140zrdr"as
near Carmel,granted to Manuel Bubon in
1775.Under the Spanisl.rand later Mexican rule in California, huge properties could be
obtainedfor private use by a very simple processtone merely rode ovet the land, marked
the desired bountlarieg and built a house on the land. The "claim" was subsequently
verified by ar official of the govenrment.Usually,however,accordingto Cowan (io56:8i,
the houses were "no better than huts, most often built of mud ar-rdsticks, thatched with
tules or reeds, and no flooring but the earth." Four major nncllos wele established in
MercedCounty:
(1) Orestimba:Six leagues long, located on d1e west bank of the San Joaquin.
Grantedin 1844to SebastiarNunez; 22,566acres,patentedin 1863,
(2) Pmochade Sanluan y LosCarisalitos:Five miles west of Los Banos.Five leagues
grantedin 1844to Juiian Ursua;22175acles,patented1867.

(3) SanLuis Gonzaga:
SantaClara and Merced countiesat PachecoPass.Granted to
JoseRamon Estradain 1834,re-grantedto FranciscoRivera in 1843,claimed by Francisco
PerezPacheco,48,824acles,patentedMay 16,1871.
(4) Zanjonde SantuRita'.So',tthwestof present-dayMerced along the west bank of
the SanJoaquinRiver; 11 leaguesto FranciscoSobranes,48,824acrespatentedin 1865.
The discovery of gold at Sutter's sawmill at present-day Coloma tdggered the
rapid invasionof California by gold seekers,setting the stagefor the future development
of aJiectedportions of the Sierra Nevada and Central Valley, Although many of the
principal mining areas are northeast of Merced County, it was direct alfected by
occupatjon of strategrc parts of the Central Valle), by feray operators, storekeepers,
irurkeepers,and others who supplied miners with goods and services.Numerous feries
were operatedalong the Sar Joaquin,most of them appearing and disappcaringdu ng
the courseof but a few decades,as the processionof gold seekersgradually waned and
the flow of the major rivers also dirlinished, due, ironically, to increasedagr:iculture.
By the late 1850speople beganto settlethe Central Valley, sincethey could make a
living
better
supplying mining camps with meat, horses,and other products than could
be gained by searchingfor the elusive yellow metal (Gutierrez and Orsi 1998).The
productive parts of the Valley were settled rapidly, and by 1874 a great deal of the
counhysidewas under cultivatiory wheat being a major crop. The remaining grasslands
were occupiedby vast herds of cattle,initiating the era of the "cattlekings,' notably Miller
and Lux in Merced County (Treadwell 1966).Sheepand cattlewere driven no:th th.rough
the valley and over PachecoPassto slaughterhousesnear SartFrancisco(Clark 1973),but
soon, instead of getting $2.00 per hide, ranchers weLe getting $35.00per bee{. This
dramatic price increase set the stage for the great Central Valley cattle mnches, that of
Miller and Lux being the largest.
Henry Miller, the seniol partner of the Miller and Lux lard and cattle empfue,vr'as
born in Germany in 1827 (Outcalt 1925:40240\. Journeying to California via Panana,
Miller worked in a slaughterhouse, then opened his own butcher shop. A rival butcher,
CharlesLux, suggestedthat they form a partnershjp,and in 1858they engagedin the fist
land and cattlehansactions,founding a comrnercial'empire" whjch was to endure for the
next hundred years.The first land the partnersacquiled was two squareleaguesof the
Saita Rita grant. Ever1tually,they amassedland in California,Nevada, and Oregon.Their
collectiveholdings are estimatedto have exceededthree million acres(Beckarrd Haase
1974,Sectior.r
69).Thei largestholdir.rgsin Cali{ornia,approximately 350,000acres,were
in Merced ald Madera counties.The ranch headquarterswas in Los Banos(McGruder
1950;Treadwell 1950).lMren Mi1ler died in 1916his estatewas valued at more than fodysix rnillion dollars (Cabezut-Ortiz1987),a substantialsum, then and now.
As controlled irrigation developedin the Central Valley the former Mexican land
grants were broken up into numerous small farms, arrd with the coming of railroads, the
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\,alleybeganto take on its presentdenselyscttled,highly productive asPect,descibed bY
Davis (1984)and Gooch (1988),and, in refercnceto Merced County, by Bowen (1899),
Outcalt (1925),and Radclille
Branch (1881),Cabezut-Ortiz (1987),Jelinek(1999:233-249),
(1940).
Transportation \^,asthe key to economic successin the Central Valley. There were
fcw towns in the valley pdor to the construction of the Central Pacific Raihoad in 1872
but with the coming of thc railroads many areas"boomed"(Bryant 1974;Carothers1934;
Clarke 1958;Duke and Kistler 1963;Marshall 1945;Wooster 1939).Conshrction o{ the
Central PaciJicra road begar December31, 1869, at Latluop. The rails reached the
Chou'chilla River in February 1872,ard by March cntcred Fresno.After the tum of the
century "colony" settlementsbegan to appear (Smith 1976).The colony conceptwas an
interesting entrepreneurial and sociological innovation, anticipating the present-day
"master-planrcd"cornrnunities.The word "colony" actualjy referred to group land sales,
the purchasedlancl to be held by resident rather than absenteeowners. The colonies
included thc Central Caiifornia, John Bror.r'n(CJough 1968:23-24),
Delhi (Kocolas1971),
Dos Palos(Bowen1899),and Yanrato(Waughet a).1988).
The settlementof Merced County followed coFmerce and hansportationpaftems
establishedbv the railroads. Irrigation and improved accessto markets led to its
developmentas one of the great food producing regions in the United States.The movc
tovr'ard organized irigation systems began in 1871 and by -1897the Turlock lrrigation
District and others were founded (Adams 1929;Hohenthd'1972),
Local Historic Context
The history of Merced County has beensummarizedby sweral writers, including
(189r), Branch (1tJ81),Brotherton (1979, 7982), Cabezut-Ortiz (1982), Clari
fl9lyT_ol"
(1973),
Moorc (1881),Farquhar (1%5),Gudde and Gudde (1975),Aoover et at.
lliottand
q958), Outcalt _(1925),Iiadcli{fe (1940),Ruppet (1946), and Tinkham (1921).As Central
California developedMerced County was foimed by subsumingthe southwesternpart o{
In 1872Merced was selcctedas ihe county;ar and remains sotoday
Y?t?o:l-!gr1t,y
(Clalk 1973).The fjrst official county building was on thc Sneling Ranch,but in 1g72
w11s9t9c1e-a
as the county sear(Cabezut-Ortiz19Bf. The Cif of Mercedbeganas
{etce!
"BearCreek" (McMaster 1988).Someof the first businessestablishrnentswere about two
miles downsheam on Bear Creek, but moved to the railroad when it was completed to
Merced in 1871.The railroad plafted the townsite and on November g, 1g72;lots in
Mercedwere sold at auction.
The histodcal context oJ the general project area is sumrnar.izedby Outcalt
(1925:95)and Radcliffe (1940), but neither provide specific inJormation on historic
occupationoJ thc proposed project tract. No cultural featuresare noted bv Outcalt in his
review o-fthe GenerdlLand Otfice (CLO) plah surveyed betweenlg52-54.ihe assessment
roll o11857(Outcalt 1925:89fi.) is di{ficuli to researc-h
for specificland locations(much of

the county.was^thenunsurveyed).Outcalt (192S:93)
haslittle to say conccrningsettlcment
h Township 7 Soutlt Range14 Eastl
On 7/14, surveyed in 1B53and 18F4,where a large portion o{ Merced is now,
appcar BearCreek and anothercreek ald two sloughs,-andthere are three oi four
forti€salong the creek [Bear Creek] marked. whicii presumably were claimed to
hold water-holesO. ll. Te{cll relates that as a newcomeria Sneiling in
January, lg70, he went to
work for l. M- Montgomer], and Mr. Montgomerv-senthim on horsebackdown
to J, K. Mears on Mariposa Island wjth a lettcr about the purchase of some sheep,
and that he passedthrough the presentsitesof Atwater a-ndBuchach.There weie
no fences; and there were no towns, and no railroads, or roads in thc wav. When
he had got Mearss arurwer,he carricd it up Bear Creek to Montgom"ru a ,unah
about ten miies atx.rvewhere Merced is now; and the only .signsof habitation he
pa$sedalong the way on this journey were the old adobe iouse at Robia and
M. Goldman's ne$' store down towards thc Meadowbrook Farm_ V\4rcreMer-ced
now stands he rode through tall weeds, up to his waist as he sat on his horse
[Outcalt 1925:204ff.l.
Outcait (1925:251)qu otes t}l1eMercedAtgus ol Januaty .14,1821,as followsr
I own started..-We were surprised lastweek i o f Lld r)n Bear( rcek a new rown
startcd. A store, sajoon, and-blacksmith shop have been established, grving to
the place--which was recently but a wilderness_-quite the air of a town.
laying out the town.--We are irrformed that a corps of surveyors have been
engagcdthis week in laying olt the new town' of ,'Merced,,,upon Bear
C.reek...Therewill be a grand rush for the new town as soon as building iots can be
procured IMsrcedArgzs, November 18,1871].
Bureauof Land ManagementGenerall_andOffice Recordsjndicate that the NE
__
%
ot Sechon27, WS Rl4E was owned jn histodc times by Thomas Upto4 with tlte
land
being patented on April 6, 1868 (BLM GLO Recordi AGgOoO4_iOtand CACAAA
108251).The 1868-182 General Land Oflice survey plat (T7SR14E)does nor show any
- '
historic features in the NE % of Section 22.
California Historical ResourcesInformation SystemRecordsSearch
A recordssearchwas conductedat the Califomia Historical ResourceslnJormation
System at the Cenhal California Infoimation Centcr, Califomia State University,
Stanislaus,in order to determine whether historical resourceshave been reported found

proiecttract.Therecordssearchcon<iucted
Proposed
by the
l9jl*l jo.the
Xl*1,":
Lentr Lalltorrua
lntomation center (cclc File No, g0gz) disclosed the following
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lnformation pertinent to the 5.5-acresurueyarea:
(1)No prefustoicor historicalarchaeological
resources
havebeenrecordedwithin
or adtacentto the projert area.
(2)Four previousinvestigations
havebeenconductedon or adiacentto the proiect
rcported
area,
upon in five documents:
CCICReportNo. Author/Date
ME-03628
Pierce(1999)
ME{3995
Nelson(2000)
ME-04384
ME-04385
ME-06995

uRs(2001)
uRs(2001)
Tang (2009)

Project
StateRoute140Rehabilitation
Lcvel (3)CommunicationsLong Haul
Fiber OpticsProl'ect
MercedCampusParkway
MercedCampusParkway-Addendum1
Double Track Prol'ectB

Cultural Re8ourcesSensitivity of the Project Area
The results of the literature search,and the general pattem of historical occupation
of the Central Valley suggests tllat the proposed TLH project is in a low to moderately
sensitive area in respect to the possible prcsence of cultural resources,including
prehisiodc and historic archaeological sites. "Sites" are discrete locations manifesting
evidence of human activity, as indicated by the presenceof objects, featwes and ecofacts,
or by other types of evjdencc attestjng to the former presence of humans. Some
archaeological sites may represent the remains of ethnogaphically-known village sites or
historical sites; others may be hundreds ot even tl-rousandsof years old.
Prehistoric archaeological sites in the proiect region often feature deposits of
huutarrly alfected sedinent called "antluopic deposits," characteristically darker in color
than surroundhg soils and often rich in mineralsfrom decomposedwaste, garbage,and
other organic debris inlroduced, produced, or accumulated by humans. Arihropic
deposits often contain human and animal bone, shell, charcoal, and lood refuse, as well as
flaked, polished or ground-stonetools, Often, anthropic deposits contain ftagments o{
rock cooking stones, or in the Centnl Valley spherically-shaped baked clay culinary
objects used for the siamepurposc. These deposits frequently contain inlumations, single
or multipJeburials consistingof completeor paftial skeletalremainsaswell ascremations
(Meighar 1987),Individual or multiple bu als may also <rcur in isolated locationsthat
may lack other evidence of humaa occupation.
Archaeological research in California rcveals that village sites are often found in
localities that offered multiple natural resources, including potable water, materials for
conshucting shelters, abundant wildliJe, and locally available vegetal foods, such as
acorns, berry brush, and grass seeds.Other resourcesimportant to N;tive Americans

included exposed rock outcrops where seedscould be ground in bedrock n-Liils,and
outcrops of rock such as ch.tt, that provided toolstone.Many other types of natuml
resourceswele sougl.rtand used by the Native Americans(BaumJroff1963,1978).Hence,
archaeologicai sites sometimes (xcur in unexpected and apparently ulinviting lcrcahons,
due to the fact that Nativc AmcricansInisjlt have jnhabitedor visited speciJiclocalitjesin
searchof certain types of natural resourc"es
whjch once were preseDt,but may no )onger
exist,or were only seasonallyavailable.Examplesof such resourcesirclude sheamsthat
no longer flow, springs that havc failed, ard plants and animals no longer extant in their
former habiiantsor environments.
The TLH project area has been under cultjvation for many years, but this does nol
preclude the possibility ihat prehistoric and historic remains may be found below the
plow zone. One of the maior prehistoric sites in Merced County, CA-MER-32j
(Doughierv et al. 2005),produced :rumerous in-humationsand associatedartiJacis,all
found beneathan activeplowzone.
ln summary, prefield backgroundresearchindicatesthat while the environs of the
proposed TI-TI project cannot bc identified as unusually sensitive or significant,
nonethelessthe region was part of the larger San Joaquin-Merced River Resource
Exploitation Zone (Napton 1981). Accordingly, the area cortd have been visited or
occupied seasonallyor occasionallyby the Yokuts or their Mwok neighbors (Krocber
7925:444ft.).
3. RESEARCHDESIGN
Introduction
Researchdesigns in cultural resourcesinvestigationsand nunagement invoke
formal, systematicprocedures,the purpose of which is to guide archaeological,historical
and palcontological invesLigations.Researchciesignshave two prirtcipal objectives:to
ensurethat the resultsof an investigationwill bc scientificallyvalid, and to veri{y that the
proposed rescarchoi investigationswill be conducied in an efficient and cost-effective
manner. lhe process of archaeological research is guided by the research design to
integrate theory, method, operations, data collection, information processing and
interpretation (BinJord 1964:425-tA-1;
Brim and Spain 194; Fowler 1982:1-50;Renfrew and
Bahn2007;Urban and Schortman2012;Watsonet a1.1971).
The lelevant elements of researchdesigns peltaining to archaeologicalsurvey
pro.iectssubsume numerous theorctical and methodological coo.siderations.These guide
the proposed researchand organize the field and laboratory operations undeitaken to
carry out the research.The pdncipal theorcticalodentationto field researchconductedin
respect to the present project is the concept of proiect-specific systematic archaeological
survey, discussedby Banning (2002),Collins and Moiyneaux (2003),Hester et al. (1997),
King (1978),Napton (1981),South (192, Thomas(1989),and others.

ResearchObiectives
The principal objectivesof cultural resourcessun'ey of the proposed project were the
following:
(1)To ascetain whether significantalchaeologicalor historicalcultural resourcesoccur
on the proposcdprojectarea;
(2)To locateand record the resources;
(3)To assesstheir potentialsigrificalce; and
(4)To presentmanagementrcconmendationspul.suantto thet preservation.
These obiectives are idcntified in order to ensure that culhlfal resourceswitlin a
given project will not be exposed to adve$e impacts as a result of the proposed
undertaking. Impacts sustainedby cuitural resour.ces
l()catedwithin a proposed project
area can be manifested as diect results of the proposcd undertaking, or can be inditeci
(collateral),the result, for cxample,of increascdaccessto, or use of areasadjacentto the
project--ormay be cumulative,the aggregationof muitipje effects.
Basic regional archacological research objectives and goals pertaining to
.
.
investigationof cultural resourcesin sevenCentral Valley, foothill, and Sierra Nei,ada
counties (including Merced County) have becn summarlzed by Napton (19g1).Basic
researchgoals,problem domains and theoreticalorientation for-further researchin the
adj.rcent
region.are discu"sedan.l geographical,
culturalancltemporaldspe.tsrequrong
rntensrvercsear.hare idenhJied.Fristing knorr,edgepertainjngto the projert iegjon]
research_goals,
problem domains, propoled test hlpotheses, #a test impiicatioris oi
proposedhypothesesare corLsidered
by Moratto (1984jan<lNapton (19g8).
Problem domains (integratcd fields of inquirl) to be addresscdin the
course of
,
arcnaeologrcaland }xstorjcal resealch in Central California, not.necessarily
in order of
prio ty, include but are not limiied to (1) cconomy and h.ade
reiationsfrips,1Z;social
organization, (3) iecluolog), (4) site locations, (S)'group and ethnic
interaction and
rclabonstups,(6) demogr,rphy,(7) cn\ironment, (8) culrural (Luonotogy,(q)
:l^tjfg:*l
a_rcrurecftre-ancl
scftjemenLsvstcrns,.rndi t0) cultur.rI process{Kowta tOZS;Voratto t9St;
Napton 1988i
Contributing Data Sources
pnn.]ful types ol cultural resourceslikely to be discoveredon projectareasin
ll" are srtes,
\--,..
arrrornra
teatures and artiJ€cts.ot archaeoiogicalor historical sifTniticancc.
Archaeological and historical sites are locations m,anifegtiiig evidence
oi humJi.r actvity,
usually indicated by the presence,in surface or subsurfacelontexts, ofleat r.es,
arttacts.

IJ

and ecofacts,often but not invariably occurring on, or in, humanly affected(anthropic)
depositsand frequently found in closeproximity to sourcesof water.
Types of cuitural resourcesthat could occur on the proposed project arcir include
archaeologicalsitcs, fcaturet and artifacts consisting of but nol limited to isolated or
associatedartifacts,such as projectjlepoints, knives, icrapc:.s,awls, hammerstones,lithic
debitage beads, milling implcments, potsherds and baked clay obtectsjeviclcnceof
structural featuressuch as houscpits,ceremoniallodges, and sweathouses,as well as
bedrocl milling srations, hunting blinds, rock art, quallies, trails; and subsurface
il}lumation:,,cacherof Jrrifdrts o- oth(.rburied remain!.
Historical sites, features, and artiJactswithin the proposed project area might
include buildings, foundations, farrning or mining equipment,blacksmith and machinc
shops, remains of vinevards or orchards, fences, bridges, railroads, survey monuments,
graves,settlenents of ethnically alfiJiatedgroups, vernacular aachitecturc(tanklouscsi
windmills), and many other types ofhistoric remains(Schuyler].978;Sourh-t9Tl).
ResearchMethods
Four principal methods of researchand investigationwerc undertakenir responsc
to the reseaach
design,thc first of which was to conductprefield researchof the proposed
TLH proiect a-reaby examining the literature, maps and othcr documents drawnfrom the
principal archaeological, etluograplric, l]istorical ard paleontological clata_bases
pertaining to the region and the specificenvirons of the proposed proJect.The second
mctlrod was to search the records of the California Historical Resources InJormation
Center for Merced County. The ihird method o{ conductingpre-projectresear.ch
was to
contac-tthe Nafive American Heiitage Commission,Sacramento,to requestsearchof their
Sacredlands Filesard to obtain a current list of personsot organizationsthat might have
concernsregarding the project.'Ihe fourth method of illvestigation was to conduit clirect
field inspectionof the proposedprciectlocation.
Field Methode
Direct field survey of the proposed TLH project was urdertaken by intensive
inspection,typjcally employcd to conduct cultural resourcessuweys in California anc{
elsewhere(Hesterct al.1997;King 1978;Thonas 1989).The p ncipaf objectiveof cultural
resowces Dspection was to examjne the proposed proiect area, within iimitations
imposed by the fact that cultural resourcescould be buried or may be concealedby
vegetation, and in view of constraints that result from adverse local conditions. The latter
include but are not limited to orchards or low crops which are under flood lrigation,
fallow pasturescovered with densevegetation,and areasthat may be affectetlb1iother
conshaints.
During the course of search for cultural resources,field pesonnel are alert to the
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possiblepresenceof a wide variefy of archaeologicaland historicalcultural resourcesthat
prefield research has indicated are likely, or may be likely, to be present on or neaf the
proposed project area.Suivey coverageincludes but is not limited to Areas of lntercst.
These areas include the environs of drainageways, springs, and other sources of water, as
well as other locations tlnt prefield research, regional field experience, and local
environmental factors indicate as potentially sensitive for tle presence of human
occupationor utilizatjon.
Attention is givm to historical remains, such as bams, windmills, houses and other
buildingt as well as developed springs, wc'Ils,rock walls and other cultural features.
Natural {eatures such as outcrops and bor:lders, are examined in search of bedrrrk
milling stations. Subsurface soil exposed in drainageways, stream banks, road cuts,
rodent burows and other locations is examined, and limited testing by hand bowel may
be undertaken, but shovel tests, back hoe trenching, or other invasive procedwes are not
usually conducted during surface survey.
Culfural resources are recorded on forms equivalent to ihe current versions oJ
State of C-alifornia Office of Histodc Irreservahon Site Record Form DPR-523.Photographs
are taken; field maps of cultural resources drafted. Site locations are plotted on U. S.
Geological Survey (USGS)quadrangles and on available project-specific rrrapsCultural ResourcesEvaluatiory Management Considerations
Cultural resowces found on a given proiect are recorded and evaluated, to the
extent permitt€d by the types of data obtained during suwey or reconnaissance, in
reference to whether a given cultural resource is considered "significant" pursuant to the
c teria of the National Registerof Historic Places(36 CFR 60.4)and accordingly medts
nomination to the National Register, oi "unique or importanf in reference to the
standards of State of Califonia CEQA/EIR Guidelines. The potential significance or
importance of cultunl resources may also be assessed in re{erence to the cultulal
resources elemmts o{ appropriate county general plars- Evaluation of $ignjficance is
based on numerous variables, since the term "significarce" has many levels of meaning
and inteipretation, as noted by Monfto and Kelly (1978:130).
Recognition for historic propertjes includes HABS (Historic American Building
Survey), HAER (Histoic Arnerican Engineering Record), NHL (National Historical
I-andmark), SHL (State Historical lrndmark, CPHI (California Point oI Historical
lnterest), and also various county and city designations. Management recomnendations
for mitigation of project impacts and presenation of cultural resources are formulated on
a project specific basis, ard may include alternatives or options for implementr'ng the
proposed project or undertaking, while minimizing or avoiding adverse impacts that
could affect cultural rcsources.
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4. MET}IODSOF I\IVESTIGATION
Introduction
Four major methods were undertakento conductcultural resourcesinvestigati<ns
of the proposcd TLH project. The first was to refer to the existing literature constituting
the archaeological,ethrogaphic, historical and paleontologicaldata bascs,in order to
determine whether archaeologica.lsites, named or known villages of Native Anericars,
sacred sites, historical sites, or other potentially significant cuJtural phcnomena are knor-r.n
to €xist on or near the proposed project. The second method of conducting cultural
resources investifiations oJ the pioposed project was to search the records of thc
Calilornia Histo cal Resources Information System (Central California Infomation
Center) for Merced County to determine whether archaeologicalor historica.lcultural
resources have been formally recorded on or neai the proiect- thc third method of
investigationof the pioposed project area was to contactthe Native American Heritage
Cornmission, Sacranento, 1()request search of their Sacred l-ands Fiies ard to obtain a
cufient list of Native Amefican organizations or persons that might have concerns
regarding the proposed poject (Appendix A). The fourth method o{ investigation was io
conduct direct field inspectionof the proposedproject.
Diect Field Inspection
Environmental Planrlng Partners, tluough one of their Principal Plamers, Ms.
Raadha Jacobstein,contacted the author of this report, requesting cultural resource survey
of tbe proposcd TLI"I proiect. Arrangements were made to gain accessto the proposcd
projcct area,and the author and one assistantconductedfield inspectionon Wednesday
Deccmber7, 2011(Figures34).
The project area was accessedby driving south from Turlock, CA to the City of
Merced, thence along State Route (SR) 140 to the south edge of the proposed project,
which facesSR 140.The project site is locatedapproximately3.5 miles eastof the City of
Merced and approximately5.5miles west of the community of Planada.lt is 1,650ft west
of Kibby Road on the north side of SR 140, and is located withir the south half o{ the SW
1/4 of the NE 1/4, Section 27, W3, R748, MDM&BL. Its approxirnate UTM coordinate
position is 72956OmEl4130560mN,Dahm NAD-27.
The proposed proiect site was readily accessedfaom SR 140 by tuming around at
Kibby Road arld returning west to the proposed site, which currently supports an almond
orchard. Parking is available along the south edge of the propety, north of SR 140. The
team inspected the pioject by wa.lking transects through the rows of almond trees. The
surface of the project area was partially covered by clover and otler vegetatiorL but at
least 75% of the surface was visible rmder the alnond trees and between the rows. The
project aiea was inspc(ted by exa:nining the outermost rows of trees, then working
inward to the center. The soil of the project area is very hard and dry, and is heavily
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mud-crackcdfrom previous irrigation.
Tlre soii of the projectareais a tan-coloredsar.rdyloam (DeJhiloamy fine sand,silty
substratum)(Arkley 1962),which appearsto be completelydevoid of rocks of any kind,
nor were there discoloredareasthat mighi have beenthe remairs of anthropic deposits.
Inspection disclosed no evidcnce of cultuial resources, either prehistoric or historic,
within the proposedprojects1te.
any\,r'hcre
5. REPORT OF FINDINGS
Resultsof the Cultural ResourcesInvestigations
The relevant background literaturc, including the files of the California Historical
ResourcesInformation System, National Register of Histori. Places, the California
Register of Historical Resources,the California Historical Iandmarks (i996), the
Californja lnventory oI Historic Resources(1976),and other pertinent sourceswere
consulteddudng cultural resourcesinvesiigationof the proposed proiectarea.
Prefield backgound rcsearchindicated that the region in which the proposed
proiect tract is situated was occupied by Euroamericans as early as the 1860s.
AccordinEly,the project area might containhistoricalresources-Searchof the files o{ the
Cenlel California Information Center, California State Univeasity, Stanislaus, revealed
that no cultural resourceshacl been reported found wjthin or adjacentto the proposed
Tlll proiect. Field inspection of the proposed TLH projert produccd no evidence of the
presenceor former presenceoI cultural rcsourceswithin the s.s-aclcproiectarea.
5. MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
Managementof Cultural Resources
No culhrrai resources were found during inspection of tlre proposed TLH project
area.Ilowever, the foilowing cautionaryrecommendationsare applicable:
(1) In view oJ the fact that it is manifestly impossible to inryect subsurfacecontexts,
it must be consideredthat during initiation of glound-disturbing activitiesresultingfrom
or corurected with the proposed proiect, buried archaeological, paleontological, or
historical cultural resourcesmight be discovered.In view of this, all project contractors
and/or subcontractors should be inJormed in writing by the proiect proponent that
concealedor buried cultural resourcescould be presentin the subsurfa€econtextsof the
project.
(2) In the event oJ discoveryof archaeo)ogical
or historicalcultural resourcesin the
project
area,
the
contractor
proiect
or
manager
is to order discontinuation of
Proposed
activities at and near the locality of the discovery and promptly contact a qualiJied
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archaeologist regarding evaluation of the find. Under CEQA Se:ction21083-2(i) a lead
agcncy may make provisiors for archaeologicalsites accidendy discovered during
consmlcnon:
Theseprovisions may include an immediate evaluation of the find. ff the fird is
determined to be a unique archaeological resource, a contingency funding and
tjme allotment sufficient to allow recovering an archaeolo8icalsample or to
employ one of the avoidance measures may be required under the provisions sel
forth in this section[Cal.PRCSection21083.2].
(3) In the event oI the discovery of human renains, howevd flagmentary or
displaccd .foom &cir original context tle Merced County coroner ard the Native
American Heritage Cofifnissio& Sacramento (n6-6534082), are to be notitied
immediately (sce Appendix A, this report). Contingency measures include notjfication of
field personnel that human remains might be unearthed during proiccl-related activities.
In thc event that the rernains are identiJied as drosc of one or more Native Americans, thc
county coroner must contact the California Native Anerican Heritage Commission.
CEQA Cuidelines (Public ResourcesCode Section 5097) specify the proceduie to be
followed in the event of discovery of human remains on non-Federal land. Thc
disposition of Native American burials is within the jurisdiction of the Native American
Hoitagc Commission.Upon request,t}le Commissionwill provide project leaderswith a
list o{ Most Ukely Descendanls (lr4lDs), who rarill specify treatment and disposition of
any Native Ameriican remains found within a given project- Human remains and
associatcd grave goods are proded
under Section 5497-94 of the C-alifomia Public
ResourcesCode ar]d Section 7050.5o{ the California Health ard Safety Codc.
(4) In view of the fact that subsurface tests, coring, excavation or ether invasive
prmedures were not undertaken dudng the investigations discussed in this report, lt
must be considered that in the course of surface modificatiorl excavatiory corlsbuction, or
initiation of other ground-disturbing activities, buried or concealed paleontological
resources (fossil boneg lossil flora or other similar rerrains) might be discovered- In view
of the possibility of such an event, all project contracto$ and subcontractots should be
informed in writing that such rcsoulces could be present in the subsu.rfacecontext o{ the
project, and they bear the responsibility of so hforming their field personnel. ln the event
of discovery of paleontoiogical resoulces in the project APE, the r:espensiblc official is to
order discontinuation of activities at and near the locality of the discovery and promptly
contacta qualfied paleontologistregarding evaluationof the find.
Limiting Conditions arrdUndiscove{edCultural Resources
The findings and conclusions presented in this document represcnt the
professional opinion of t}le wdter, but arc not rendered as legal opinions. In the event that
thc proposed TLH proiect is proceeds without adoption of the recommended mitigation
mcasules, and Native Amedcan burials or other resources of any kind a1e impacted,
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disturbed, or destroyed as a result of the proPosed undertaking the following is formajly
stated:
The writer and his associatesare held harmless from any or all ljability consequent
to or conhngent upon initiation of the proposed underraking, having duly
rcported the results of formal cultura.lresoutcesinvestigatiors of the specified
proiect APE, based on availablemaps and other documentationprovided by the
client, and having rendered retomrnendatiom for mitigation of proposed proiect
impacts upon any potentially affectedcultural resouices,including rndiscovered
or conccaled cultural rcsources,submitted in the formal context of this rcport.
The cultural lesourccs investigations described in this report were performed
usiag the degree of skill and care ordinarily exercised, rnder similar circunrstances, by
qualified archaeoiogists practicirg in *ris or similar localities. No other warranty,
expressed or irnplied, is made as to the findings, conclusions and professional advice
presentcd in this report- Conditions revealed by subsequent irvestigatiorls or excavations
may vary with {indings given in t}Lis rcport. Tf this occurs, the char.rgcdconditioru must
be evaluated by a professional archaeologst and proiect designs or requirements adjusted
or alteredasmay be necessary.
Changes in applicable or appropriate standards ma,v occur from legislation or due
to the auganentation oI knowledge peitaining to regional prehistory or history.
Accordingly, in time the findings presentedin this repoit may be modified or invalidated
by changes ovel which the writcr has no control- Therefore, this report may bc subject to
periodic review ald updates as may be necessary.
The proposed proiect area describcd in this report has been subiect to
compreheruive cultural resources investigations. Direct field inspection of the proposed
proi€d area consisted primarily of examination of the surface of the ground to the extent
permitted by local terain and vegetation. The subsurfaceo{ the prqed area was not
sub.iectedto systematic or comprehensive exafirinatio4 bul was examined by observation
and inspection of existing excavatiorL road cuts, and other locatiorx where subsurface
strataarc locally exposed.
This report is issued with the urderstanding that it is the rcsponsibility of the lead
agency, owner, developer, and/or proiect manager to ensure that the recommendations
containeclherein are made known to the proiect engineer,conshuction manager, and
appiopriate field persormel.

TuPlo lit Hrnna\1CIIP I l'005
souRcE: J'lainin8 i)xnN's, L\ovenrberz0rr

Figurc I
RegionalLocation

22

TdPlo La Hettua

CUP 17'Aos

Figure ?
Location on the Merced USGS7.5 Quadrargle

23

L!

'i .,..,

t'-'

Figulc 3: Vierv N55Eshowing south end of projectareaadjacentto SR14U.
Figure4: View north showing projectareaalrnondorcharC.

