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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

 

A cultural resources investigation was conducted for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project, 
located along the foothills of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains between the cities 
of  Ranch Cucamonga and Yucaipa, San Bernardino County.  The San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District (District) is responsible for the annual routine maintenance of all County owned 
and operated flood control basins. The District intends to provide maintenance in its First Line 
of Defense (FLOD) priority flood control facilities. The FLOD Maintenance Project (Project) 
proposes to conduct maintenance at 33 flood control facilities (dams, basins, and spreading 
grounds) arranged in three zones. Zone 1 extends from San Antonio Heights in the west to 
north Fontana in the east. Zone 2 reaches from north San Bernardino, near the mouth of Devil 
Canyon, eastward to the mouth of Sand Canyon. Zone 3 spans the area from Highland in the 
west to Wildwood Canyon, north of Yucaipa, in the east. 
 
This study was completed by ECORP Consulting, Inc. (ECORP) to identify cultural resources that 
could be affected by maintenance activities, pursuant to the regulations (36 CFR 800) 
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Compliance with 
Section 106 of the NHPA is required because the project requires a Federal 404 Permit. This 
report will also assist the SBCFCD in complying with the cultural resources requirements of 
CEQA. ECORP’s investigations included a cultural resources records search, a Sacred Lands File 
Search, an intensive field survey, and preliminary resource evaluations. 
 
For the purposes of this project, the Project APE is defined as all areas where physical activities 
would occur associated with the proposed project, including the full extent of all maintenance 
activity areas, as well as a buffer between maintenance activity areas.  Several APE alternatives 
were developed during the course of the project. The first APE alternative included all 36 
maintenance activity areas as well as a buffer on all sides.  The second APE alternative had 
modified boundaries in Deer Creek Basin and Oak Creek Basin. These boundaries were modified 
in order to avoid two potentially eligible historic-period resources discovered during the current 
survey and one previously recorded eligible resource.  All proposed APE revisions were surveyed 
as part of this project. The combined area of all APE alternatives makes up the Project Study 
Area.  Thus, the Project Study Area (866.95 acres) is larger than final Project APE (804.52 
acres).  
 
As a result of the cultural resources records search and field survey, a total of seven newly 
recorded archaeological sites were identified within the Project Study Area.  In addition, 2 
newly-recorded historic-period isolated finds were identified, 10 previously-recorded resources 
were field checked and updated, and 16 historic-period built environment facilities were 
recorded. 
 
Several of the newly recorded sites (FLOD-012, FLOD-013, FE-004, and FE-005) are not in the 
APE, but are partially in the survey area and extend beyond the survey area onto private 
property. Because parts of these sites were not accessible, they were not evaluated. Another 
site that is not in the APE, but entirely within the survey area, FLOD-018, is covered by leaves 
and duff up to one foot thick. Because the ground surface of this site was not visible, this site 
was not evaluated. Six of the previously recorded resources, P36-000895, P36-000911, P36-
006545, P36-013740, P36-022623, and PSBR-2H, are no longer present in the APE. No physical 
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remains of these sites were identified during the field survey of the APE. The Boulder 
Transmission Lines (CA-SBR-7694H) have previously been determined eligible for the NRHP 
and, therefore, are automatically eligible for the CRHR. All of the remaining 22 resources in the 
APE (archaeological sites and historic-period built environment facilities) have been evaluated 
as not eligible for the NRHP and the CRHR. 
 
Five sites (FLOD-012, FLOD-013, FLOD-018, FE-004, and FE-005) in the survey area, but not in 
the APE, could not be evaluated. Because these sites are not in the APE, they will not be 
impacted by Project maintenance activities.  
 
Except for the Boulder Transmission Lines 1, 2, and 3, none of the other 22 resources in the 
APE are evaluated as eligible for the NRHP or the CRHR. Because none of these resources are 
eligible, they are not Historical Resources as defined by CEQA and are not historic properties for 
the purposes of Section 106.  Because only impacts to historical resources are potentially 
significant and only effects to historic properties are potentially adverse, impacts and effects on 
these 22 resources in the Project APE will not be significant or adverse.  
 
The Boulder Transmission Lines 1, 2, and 3 (CA-SBR-07694H/NRHP-E-94-001) comprise a single 
resource from the historical period that was determined eligible for the NRHP in 1994 for its 
contributions to the industrial development of the Los Angeles Area. Because this resource has 
been determined eligible for the NRHP, it is automatically eligible for the CRHR. CA-SBR-07694H 
is a Historical Resource as defined by CEQA and is a historic property for the purposes of 
Section 106. Overhead lines that are part of this resource cross the San Antonio Heights APE 
and the Hillside APE. No towers that are part of this resource are in the APE. Thus, there would 
be no direct, physical effect to the lines or towers as a result of the Project. The Project would 
not result in significant impacts to CA-SBR-07694H and would not result in adverse effects to 
CA-SBR-07694H. 
 
The majority of the Project APE is located in disturbed sediments and drainage channels.  The 
potential of the Project APE to contain significant subsurface prehistoric or historic 
archaeological material is believed to be low. However, if archaeological materials are 
encountered during construction, all ground-disturbing activities must be suspended in the 
vicinity of the find until the deposits are recorded and evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If 
unanticipated finds are evaluated as eligible for the NRHP, a Finding of Effect will be required. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION     
 
A cultural resources investigation was conducted for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) 
Maintenance Project (Project), located along the foothills of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino 
mountains between the cities of  Ranch Cucamonga and Yucaipa, San Bernardino County.  The 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District (District) is responsible for the annual routine 
maintenance of all County owned and operated flood control basins. The District intends to 
provide maintenance in its First Line of Defense (FLOD) priority flood control facilities. 
 
This study was completed by ECORP Consulting, Inc. (ECORP) to identify cultural resources that 
could be affected by maintenance activities, pursuant to the regulations (36 CFR 800) 
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Compliance with 
Section 106 of the NHPA is required because the project requires a Federal 404 Permit. This 
report will also assist the District in complying with the cultural resources requirements of 
CEQA.  
 
To identify existing cultural resources that could potentially be affected by maintenance of the 
FLOD facilities, a cultural resources records search was conducted in June, 2014 at the San 
Bernardino Archaeological Information Center (SBAIC), located at the San Bernardino County 
Museum in Redlands, California, a Sacred Lands File Search was conducted by the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and an intensive field survey was conducted for the 
866.95-acre Project Study Area. This report presents the methods and results of the records 
search, field survey, California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) evaluations, and 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) evaluations that were conducted for the project, 
along with management recommendations.  
 
1.1 Project Description 
 
The purpose of the Project is to conduct maintenance at 33 flood control facilities (dams, 
basins, and spreading grounds) so that the flood control facilities will continue to provide flood 
protection during rain events. An additional objective is to prevent damage to public and private 
property and to protect other District facilities.  The 33 facilities that are included in the current 
project are arranged in three zones (Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4). Zone 1 extends from San Antonio 
Heights in the west to north Fontana in the east (Figure 2). Zone 2 reaches from north San 
Bernardino, near the mouth of Devil Canyon, eastward to the mouth of Sand Canyon (Figure 3). 
Zone 3 spans the area from Highland in the west to Yucaipa in the east (Figure 4). 
 
The maintenance activities that are proposed for the Project include vegetation removal, land 
clearing and excavation, herbicide application, and stockpiling. Tables 1, 2, and 3 provide a 
summary of the maintenance activities for each District zone. The locations of these activities 
within each facility are shown in Figures 5 through 37 in Appendix A.  
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Table 1. Summary of Project Maintenance Activities Zone 1 

Note:  The size of the maintenance footprint may be smaller than the total number of acres, because 
areas for maintenance activities may overlap. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Facility 
Name 

Activity Category (size in acres) 

Vegetation 
Removal 

Land 
Clearance Herbicide Stockpile 

 
Bank 

Repair Ingress/Egress Total Footprint* 
San 
Antonio 
Heights 
Basin 

0.72 0.23 0.27 0 0 0.27 1.48 0.87 

San 
Antonio 
Heights 
Basin #1 

0 0.49 0.62 0 0 0.46 1.56 1.12 

San 
Antonio 
Heights 
Basin #2 

1.22 0.32 0.14 0 0 0.14 1.82 1.42 

San 
Antonio 
Heights 
Basin #3 

1.72 0.47 0.21 0 0 0.22 2.62 1.95 
  

San 
Antonio 
Heights 
Basin #4 

1.26 0.33 0.15 0 0 0.17 1.92 
 

1.39 

San 
Antonio  
Heights 
Basin #5 

3.37 1.29 
 

1.48 2.18 0 0.79 9.11 6.93 

San 
Antonio 
Heights 
Basin #6 

2.45 0.43 1.38 0 0 0.32 4.58 2.77 

Cucamonga 
Dam 

16.64 26.44 
5.74 20.14 

7.9 
4.63 81.47 69.27 

Demens 
Basin #1 

28.13 6.48 
4.47 4.48 

0 
3.65 47.21 31.54 

Deer Creek 
Debris 
Basin 

11.79 7.68 

9.17 14.23 

0 

5.67 48.53 42.14 
Hillside 
Basin 

18.77 3.88 
10.8 5.5 

0 
2.75 41.7 21.15 

Etiwanda 
Debris 
Basin 

23.82 20.59 

16.65 0 

0 

9.96 71.02 50.67 
Rich Basin 10.64 7.78 5.61 0 0 3.3 27.32 23.49 
Total 120.53 76.41 56.69 46.53 7.9 32.33 340.34 254.71 
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Table 2. Summary of Project Maintenance Activities Zone 2 

Facility 
Name 

Activity Category (size in acres) 

Vegetation 
Removal 

Land 
Clearance Herbicide Stockpile 

 
Bank 

Repair 

 
Ingress
/Egress Total 

Footprint
* 

Devil 
Canyon 
Dam (Basin 
#1) 5.47 10.61 8.2 0 1.05 2.38 27.7 18.81 
Devil Basin 
#2 16.93 13.78 3.32 0 0 2.47 36.5 20.3 
Devil Basin 
#3 9.17 9.17 11.7 0 0 0.55 30.58 11.7 
Wiggins 
Basin #1 24.64 24.26 4.6 0 0 4.4 57.9 29.34 
Little 
Mountain 
Dam 41.65 40.41 16.06 6.1 0 3.77 107.99 47.66 
MacQuiddy 
Basin #4 6.11 5.68 3.53 0 0 1.43 16.75 9.57 
Twin Creek 
Spreading 
Grounds 29.49 77.88 28.54 6.52 5.08 22.53 170.04 135.7 
Brush 
Canyon 
Basin 2.81 2.34 2 0 0 0.97 8.12 4.78 
Harrison 
Basin 7.19 5.54 4.46 0 3 1.49 21.68 11.95 
Sand 
Canyon 
Basin 0.73 1.55 1.05 0 0 0.45 3.78 2.61 
Daley Basin 0.85 5.99 3.16 0 1 1.68 12.68 10.4 
Little Sand 
Canyon 
Basin 1.82 4.63 3.37 2.08 0 1.65 13.54 10.03 
Total 146.86 201.84 89.99 14.7 10.13 43.77 507.26 312.85 

Note:  The size of the maintenance footprint may be smaller than the total number of acres, because 
areas for maintenance activities may overlap. 
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Table 3. Summary of Project Maintenance Activities Zone 3 

Facility 
Name 

Activity Category (size in acres) 

Vegetation 
Removal 

Land 
Clearance Herbicide Stockpile 

 
Bank 

Repair 

 
Ingress
/Egress Total 

Footprint
* 

Oak Creek 
Basin 1.53 1.58 2.55 1.47 0.85 0.77 8.75 4.52 
Small 
Canyon 
Dam 1.24 1.75 2.88 0 2.19 1.75 9.81 5.64 
Dynamite 
Basin 0.99 1.18 1.13 0 0 0.53 3.83 3.3 
Cook 
Canyon 
Basin 0.6 0.38 0.99 0 0 0.71 2.68 1.59 
Wilson 
Creek Basin 
#1 1.23 2.22 1.72 0 0 0.81 5.97 5.19 
Oak Glen 
Creek Basin 
#1 0 0.91 0.67 0 0 0.63 2.22 1.58 
Oak Glen 
Creek Basin 
#2 0 1.63 1.39 0 0 1.38 4.4 2.99 
Oak Glen 
Creek Basin 
#3 0 2.25 0.77 1.49 1.79 0.79 7.09 6.07 
Total 5.59 11.9 12.1 2.96 4.83 7.37 44.75 30.88 
Note:  The size of the maintenance footprint may be smaller than the total number of acres, because 
areas for maintenance activities may overlap. 
 
Maintenance equipment that would be used for the Project ranges from hand weed removal 
tools to large construction equipment such as dozers and excavators. See Table 4 for a 
description of maintenance activities. 
 
Table 4. Descriptions of Typical Maintenance Activities 

Activity Description 
Stockpiling Maintenance of stockpile locations includes placement of material (i.e. debris 

and sediment from District facilities) at specific locations for use in repairs 
and temporary storage. Stockpiles are often treated to avoid the spread of 
invasive plants. The stockpiling activities would overlap with the Mechanized 
Land Clearing/Excavation activities. 
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Activity Description 
Mechanized Land Clearing/ 
Excavation 

Mechanized land clearing is conducted primarily to clear out sediment and 
maintain the functionality of each basin facility. It includes clearing of a 
channel centerflow (the establishment and maintenance of a smaller 
center channel within a channel) to convey low volume flows within the 
center of an earthen channel to keep flows away from the slopes, and for 
guiding first-storm flows. A center flow channel is established by clearing 
sediment within the center of the channel. The centerflow channel 
generally represents a width of up to 20-50% of the channel, and 
approximately 2 -3 feet deep.  
 
Mechanized land clearing also includes grading the channel inverts or 
basin bottoms to properly convey flows downstream. 
 
Mechanized land clearing includes debris removal for flood control, water 
quality control, and groundwater recharge. Debris removal includes 
removal of sediment, dead vegetation such as fallen boughs and leaves, 
and illegally dumped trash. Material is removed to maintain conveyance 
capacity of each facility as necessary. High priority facilities must be 
maintained at 100% capacity at all times. Sand and gravel operators often 
contract with the District to remove sediment and pay the District per 
cubic yards, which in turn supports District flood control efforts. Basin 
bottom silt and clays are removed and soil is typically broken up and kept 
free of vegetation to enhance groundwater recharge. Illegally dumped 
trash, vehicles and homeless camps are removed from District facilities, 
and material is taken to a landfill or appropriate recycling facility for 
disposal.  
 
Mechanized slope repair will also be done as needed, where slopes within 
the basin have failed due to erosion. The minimal action needed to repair 
the slopes will be undertaken.  
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Activity Description 
Vegetation Management Vegetation management will consist of thinning of vegetation only, with no 

permanent losses of vegetation. Methods of the thinning and pruning 
maintenance activities would include both manual (hand tools) and 
mechanical (mowing) means. Vegetation management would be conducted 
for the purpose of maintaining functionality of the basin facilities, removal of 
non-native vegetation, for fuel modification purposes per State and local fire 
codes, and for improvement of water quality. Most vegetation management 
(95%) would be conducted by use of hand tools only.  
 
Mechanical vegetation management activities (5%) would include mowing 
primarily and primarily would occur on the face of dams, berms and/or 
abutments. Mechanical vegetation clearing is needed on regulated facilities 
that are certified/inspected by the U.S. Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and California Department 
of Water Resources - Division of Safety of Dams.  
 
Vegetation can be uprooted in heavy storms and damage downstream 
facilities, trapping sediment rather than transporting the material 
downstream. Mowing and vegetation management activities such as disking 
and manual removal result in thinning and involve shallow soil disturbance, 
which encourages seed germination, soil aeration, and wildlife populations. 
Manual removal includes using power trimmers, weed eaters and manual 
tools such as pruning loppers, saws, and clippers Equipment used for 
mechanical management includes, but is not limited to, tractor mowers, 
tractor and disc trailer, and boom mowers. to trim and thin vegetation. This 
activity would coincide with the Mechanized Land Clearing/Excavation 
activities.  

 
Herbicide and Rodenticide Herbicide application, sometimes referred to as chemical vegetation clearing, 

is accomplished by trained applicators to manage vegetation. Herbicides are 
used for fuel modification purposes, to allow for proper conveyance of flows, 
and to prevent the spread of invasive species and aquatic weeds, such as 
algae and grasses considered detrimental to public recreational facilities. 
Aquatic herbicides applied include glyphosate, copper, triclopyr and diquat. 
Equipment used includes sprayers pulled by a service truck, or backpack 
sprayers. 
 
Rodenticide is applied by a licensed applicator to control burrowing rodents 
from destabilizing banks and levees. California ground squirrels 
(Spermophilus beecheyi) are generally the targeted species. BMP 13 
provides requirements for rotenticide application to protect sensitive small 
mammals (San Bernardino kangaroo rat) and raptors. 
 

Ingress/Egress Maintenance of access roads also includes fencing and gate repairs, road 
grading and pavement repair.   

 
Concrete Structure Repair Existing flood control structure repair or in-kind replacement include, but are 

not limited to, those appurtenant structures such as inlets, outlets, spillways, 
bottom controls and channel invert improvements.  
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Activity Description 
Graffiti Removal Graffiti is removed by spraying paint on the concrete facility. Graffiti removal 

also includes cleanup of discarded spray paint cans.  
 

Vector Control Vector Control primarily involves mosquito control to reduce the spread of 
disease, including West Nile Virus. Vector control is conducted by the County 
Environmental Health Department- Mosquito/Vector Control office and 
includes biopesticides and introduction of mosquito-larvae eating fish.  

 
Bank Repair Bank repairs include, but are not limited to: removal of excess sediment and 

sand from the bottom (invert) of the channel or basin or onsite/offsite 
stockpile location and placing it onto the side slopes. Sometimes, additional 
and incidental rip-rap rock or gabion placement may be required for banks 
that experience frequent erosion resulting in high frequency of maintenance. 
Rip-Rap repair includes repositioning, replacement or placement of incidental 
rip-rap to stabilize the slopes. It also includes the repair of grouted and 
ungrouted sections of rock. Bank repair can also include the repair or 
replacement of steel revetment with more revetment, or rip-rap rock.  
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2.0 LOCATION AND SETTING 
 
The District is divided into six zones and, as discussed previously, the current Project is located 
in three of these six zones (in Zones 1, 2, and 3) (see Figure 1). Zone 1 is a 275-square-mile 
area in the western portion of the San Bernardino valley extending from Beech Avenue in 
Fontana west to the Los Angeles/San Bernardino County boundary, south of the San Gabriel 
mountains. Included in the zone are the incorporated cities of Chino, Chino Hills, Fontana, 
Montclair, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, and Upland and the unincorporated community of 
Etiwanda. Thirteen Project facilities are located in Zone 1 (see Figure 2). 
 
Zone 2 is located in the central area of the San Bernardino Valley, east of Zone 1. It is a 318-
square-mile area mostly affected by the Santa Ana River and City Creek. Zone 2 includes 
portions of the cities of Colton, Fontana, Grand Terrace, Highland, Loma Linda, Redlands, 
Rialto, and San Bernardino and the unincorporated communities of Bloomington, Del Rosa, 
Devore, and Muscoy. Twelve Project facilities are located in Zone 2 (see Figure 3). 
 
Zone 3 is a 366-square-mile area located on the east end of the San Bernardino Valley, east of 
Zone 2. Zone 3 includes portions of the cities of Highland, Loma Linda, Redlands, San 
Bernardino, and Yucaipa and the unincorporated community of Mentone. Eight Project facilities 
are located in Zone 3 (see Figure 4). 
 
As shown on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute San Bernardino North (1967, 
photorevised 1988), Harrison Mountain (1974), Mount Baldy (1966, photorevised 1988), 
Cucamonga Peak (1996), Redlands (1967, photorevised 1988), Yucaipa (1974), and Devore 
(1966, photorevised 1988) California topographic quadrangle maps, the Project flood control 
facilities are located within the Cucamonga Land Grant; Muscupiabe Land Grant; Sections 19 
and 28 of Township 1 North, Range 3 West; Section 13 of Township 1 North, Range 4 West; 
Sections 21 and 23 of Township 1 North, Range 6 West; Sections 13, 14, 19, 20, and 23 of 
Township 1 North, Range 7 West; Sections 30 and 31 of Township 1 South, Range 1 West; 
Sections 6 and 36 of Township 1 South, Range 2 West and Sections 7 and 8 of Township 2 
South, Range 1 West of the San Bernardino Base and Meridian. 
 
The flood control facilities that are part of the Project are described below by zone. 
 
2.1  Zone 1  
 
San Antonio Heights Basin.  The San Antonio Heights Basin is located at the mouth of a 
unnamed drainage channel in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. The basin is situated 
approximately 250 feet north of N. Euclid Avenue and 248 feet west of West 26th Street in the 
Community of San Antonio Heights.   
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 1.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 1 is located at the 
mouth of Frankish Canyon in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. The basin is situated adjacent 
to the northern edge of West 26th Street and approximately 182 feet east of Holly Drive, in the 
Community of San Antonio Heights.   
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 2.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 2 is located at the 
mouth of an unnamed drainage channel in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. The basin is 
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situated adjacent to the northern edge of West 26th Street and approximately 0.22 mile east of 
Holly Drive, in the Community of San Antonio Heights.   
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 3.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 3 is located at the 
mouth of an unnamed drainage channel in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. The basin is 
situated north the intersection of West 26th Street and Arctic Drive, in the Community of San 
Antonio Heights.   
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 4.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 4 is located at the 
mouth of an unnamed drainage channel in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. The basin is 
situated 715 feet east the intersection of West 26th Street and Arctic Drive, in the Community of 
San Antonio Heights.   
 
San Antonio Heights Basins No. 5 and 6.  San Antonio Heights Basins No. 5 and No. 6 have 
contiguous boundaries. The two interlocking areas are located at the mouths of two nearby 
unnamed drainage channels in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. Basin No. 5 is at the mouth 
of the western drainage channel and Basin No. 6 is at the mouth of the eastern drainage 
channel.  The basins are situated adjacent to the northern edge of West 26th Street north of its 
intersection with Belleview Road, in the Community of San Antonio Heights.   
 
Cucamonga Dam. The Cucamonga Dam is located at the mouth of Cucamonga Canyon. 
Cucamonga Canyon drains water from a saddle between Bighorn Peak and Cucamonga Peak, 
located approximately 6.5 miles to the northeast. Cucamonga Dam is located between the 
Communities of San Antonio Heights to the west and Cucamonga to the east, approximately 
0.54 mile north East 19th Street, 0.14 mile east of North Campus Drive, and 250 feet west of 
Turquoise Avenue.   
 
Demens Basin No. 1. Demens Basin No. 1 is located at the drainage convergence of Angalls 
Canyon, Thorpe Canyon, and Demens Canyon.  These three canyons drain water from an 
unnamed ridgeline located approximately 0.96 mile to the north of the basin.  This basin is 
located in the northern part of Rancho Cucamonga, 758 feet west of Amethyst Avenue, 693 feet 
north of Hillside Drive, and 0.2 mile east of Beryl Street.   
 
Deer Creek Debris Basin. The Deer Creek Debris Basin is located at the mouth of Deer 
Canyon.  Deer Canyon drains water from Cucamonga Peak located approximately 3.25 miles to 
the north-northwest of the APE.  The Deer Creek Debris Basin is located in the San Bernardino 
National Forest, north of Rancho Cucamonga and is situated approximately 700 feet east of an 
unpaved northern extension of Haven Avenue and 0.38 mile north of Tackstem Street.   
 
Hillside Basin. Hillside Basin is located at the mouth of an unnamed drainage channel in the 
foothills south of Cucamonga Peak.  This channel drains water from an unnamed ridgeline 
approximately 1.58 mile north of the basin. Hillside basin is situated adjacent to the east side of 
Haven Avenue, 212 feet north of Almond Street, north of Rancho Cucamonga.   
 
Etiwanda Debris Basin. The Etiwanda Debris Basin is located at along East Etiwanda Creek, 
approximately 1 mile southeast of the mouth of East Etiwanda Canyon.  East Etiwanda Creek 
flows south from an area near San Sevaine Flats, 3.49 miles north of the basin. Etiwanda Debris 
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Basin is situated 0.3 mile south of Decliff Drive, 0.26 mile west of Wardman Bullock Road, 0.5 
mile east of Etiwanda Boulevard, and 0.5 mile north of Banyan Street.  
 
Rich Basin.  Rich Basin is located in a developed section of the City of Fontana. Rich Basin is 
fed by a diversion canal that runs for 2.59 miles southwest from Lytle creek.  This facility is 
surrounded by housing developments on all sides and is situated 0.21 miles east of Cherry 
Avenue, 0.23 miles south of Duncan Canyon Road, and 0.18 miles northwest of Interstate 15.  
 
2.2  Zone 2  
 
Devil Canyon Dam and Devil Basin No. 2 and 3.  Devil Canyon Dam and Devil Basin No. 2 
and 3 are grouped basins that are stacked north to south with Devils Basin No. 3 in the north.  
These three basins are located 0.73 mile south of the mouth of Devil Canyon in the City of San 
Bernardino.  Devil Canyon Dam is located 0.29 mile south of Devil Basin No. 3. Devil Canyon 
drains water from an unnamed area near Jobs Peak. These three flood control facilities are 
situated 0.28 mile southeast of North Pine Drive, 0.3 mile north of Campus Parkway, and 160 
feet west of Devils Canyon Road.   
 
Wiggins Basin No.1. Wiggins Basin No. 1 is located 0.2 mile south of the Devil Canyon Dam, 
approximately 1.33 miles south of the mouth of Devil Canyon.  
 
Little Mountain Dam. The Little Mountain Dam is located in a developed section of the City of 
San Bernardino. Little Mountain Dam is fed by a diversion canal that runs for 1.94 miles east-
southeast from University Parkway. The drainage canal may be partially underground north of 
University Parkway.  Little Mountain Dam is surrounded by housing developments on three 
sides and is situated adjacent to the south side of East 40th Street, adjacent to the north side of 
north E Street, and 300 feet east of North H Street.  
 
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4. MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 is located in a developed section of the City 
of San Bernardino. This basin has no obvious drainage channels or canals leading to it.  
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 is situated between North Mayfield Avenue to the north, West 58th 
Street to the north, North Electric Avenue to the east, and is 741 feet north of West Northpark 
Boulevard.  
 
Brush Canyon Basin. The Brush Canyon Basin is located in a partially developed area within 
the City of San Bernardino.  This basin is located at the mouth of an unnamed drainage channel 
that drains south from an unnamed ridge in the San Bernardino Mountains. The basin is 
situated between North Mountain View Avenue in the west, South Sepulveda Avenue in the 
east, and the mountain foothills to the north.  West 54th Street is located 378 feet to the south 
of the basin.  
 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds. The Twin Creek Spreading Grounds are a located 
approximately 0.8 mile south of the mouths of both Waterman Canyon and East Twin Creek.  
These two canyons drain water approximately 4.5 miles south from a ridge south of the 
Community of Crestline. The spreading grounds are situated adjacent to East 40th Street to the 
north, Harrison Street North to the east, North Valencia Avenue 0.17 mile to the west, and East 
30th Street 0.21 mile to the south.   
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Harrison Basin. Harrison Basin is a located at the mouth of an unnamed canyon that drains 
water approximately 1.47 miles southwest from an unnamed ridge in the foothills south of the 
San Bernardino Mountains. Harrison Basin is just 670 feet northeast of the Twin Creek 
Spreading Grounds.  Harrison Basin is situated adjacent to Harrison Canyon Road North to the 
west, East 40th Street North to the south, and Golden Avenue to the east.   
 
Daley Basin. Daley Basin is located at the mouth of Borea Canyon, which drains water 
approximately 1.3 miles southwest from an unnamed ridge in the foothills south of the San 
Bernardino Mountains. This basin is situated approximately 0.5 mile north of Foothill Boulevard, 
and 0.34 mile northeast of North Del Rosa Avenue, and 263 feet east of Daley Canyon Road.   
 
Little Sand Canyon Basin. Little Sand Canyon Basin is located at the mouth of Little Sand 
Canyon, which drains water 2.16 miles south from an unnamed ridge in the foothills south of 
the San Bernardino Mountains. This basin is situated adjacent to Foothill Drive in the south, and 
North Manzanita Drive in east.  
 
Sand Canyon Basin. Sand Canyon Basin is located at the mouth of Sand Canyon, which 
drains water 3.15 miles southwest from an unnamed ridge in the San Bernardino Mountains. 
This facility is located just north of Piedmont Drive and 0.31 mile east of Willow Drive, just west 
of the San Manuel Indian Reservation.    
 
2.3  Zone 3  
 
Small Canyon Dam. Small Canyon Dam is located at the mouth of an unnamed canyon that 
drains water approximately 1.7 miles south from a ridge near McKinley Mountain. This dam is 
situated approximately 0.44 mile west Highway 330 and 0.15 mile northwest of North Seine 
Avenue.  
 
Dynamite Basin. Dynamite Basin is located in the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains 
north of the City of Highland.  This basin appears to collect overflow from the Small Canyon 
Dam located 0.32 mile northwest.  Dynamite Basin is situated adjacent to Highway 330 in the 
west and 92 feet northeast of North Seine Ave.   
 
Cook Canyon Basin. Cook Canyon Basin is located at the mouth of Cook Canyon, which 
drains water 1.8 miles south-southwest from Harrison Mountain. This basin is situated north of 
East Highland, 358 feet west of Emmerton Lane and 60 feet north of Arroyo Vista Drive.  
 
Oak Creek Basin. Oak Creek Basin is located at the mouth of Oak Creek, which drains water 
approximately 2.45 miles southwest from an unnamed ridgeline in the San Bernardino 
Mountains. This basin is situated just northeast of a developed area approximately 0.1 mile east 
of McLean Street and 300 feet north of La Cresta Street.  
 
Wilson Creek Basin No. 1. Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 is the easternmost flood control basin in 
a contiguous series of four basins, the western three of which are not part of the current study.  
These basins are located along Wilson Creek, approximately 2 miles southwest of its exit from 
the San Bernardino Mountains. Wilson Creek Basin is located in a developed area of Yucaipa, 
430 feet north of Oak Glen Road, adjacent to Fremont Street in the east, and 0.4 mile west of 
Bryant Street.   
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Oak Glen Basins No. 1, 2 and 3.  The Oak Glen Basin Numbers 1, 2, and 3 have contiguous 
boundaries. These three facilities are located along Oak Glen Creek, approximately 4 miles west 
of the point that it exits the mountains. The basins are situated in a developed part of the City 
of Yucaipa, adjacent to Bryant Street to the west, 0.15 mile south of Oak Glen Road, and 225 
feet north of Panorama Drive.   
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3.0 AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS (APE) 
 
The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking 
(a federally permitted project) may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or 
use of historic properties (significant cultural resources), if present. For this undertaking (the 
Project), the APE is discontiguous and consists of the area in and around each flood control 
facility where ground-disturbing activities associated with flood control facility maintenance (see 
Tables 1 to 4) would occur, as well as a buffer between maintenance activity areas, as 
illustrated in Figures 5 to 37 (Appendix A).  A description of the APE for each of the 32 flood 
control facilities is provided below by zone. A summary appears in Table 5. 
 
Several APE alternatives were developed during the course of the Project. The first APE 
alternative included 35 maintenance activity areas as well as a buffer on all sides. This first 
iteration included three Wildwood Basins (A, B, and C) that were later removed from the Project 
APE. The second APE alternative modified boundaries in Deer Creek Basin and Oak Creek Basin 
in order to avoid three cultural resources discovered during the current survey. The third APE 
alternative altered the APE sections in order to add ingress/egress routes, expand maintenance 
activities in some basins and reduce activities in others. All proposed APE revisions were 
surveyed as part of this project. The combined area of all APE revisions makes up the Project 
Study Area.  Thus, the Project Study Area (866.95 acres) is larger than final Project APE 
(804.52 acres). The Project Study Area also includes the three Wildwood Basins that are no 
longer included in the Final APE.  
 
Table 5. Flood Control Facilities by Zone 

Zone 1 
Facility 
Number Facility Name Acreage 

1-313-4D San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) 1.91 
1-313-4A San Antonio Heights Basin No. 1 5.17 
1-313-4F San Antonio Heights Basin No. 2 2.44 
1-313-4E San Antonio Heights Basin No. 3 2.51 
1-313-4G San Antonio Heights Basin No. 4 1.85 
1-313-4B San Antonio Heights Basin No. 5 10.42 
1-313-4H San Antonio Heights Basin No. 6 4.63 
1-352-3A Cucamonga Dam 90.23 
1-402-3A Demens Basin 35.09 
1-506-3A Deer Creek Debris Basin 63.14 
1-552-4A Hillside Basin 29.53 
1-702-9A Etiwanda Debris Basin 97.71 
1-807-4A Rich Basin 27.14 

Zone 2 
Facility 
Number Facility Name Acreage 

2-303-3A Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) 24.01 
2-304-4A Devil Basin No. 2 23.81 
2-304-4B Devil Basin No. 3 11.7 
2-305-4A Wiggins Basin No. 1 32.1 
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2-365-3A Little Mountain Dam 49.14 
2-368-4D MacQuiddy Basin 10.18 
2-412-4A Brush Canyon Basin 179.85 
2-414-4A Harrison Basin 7.76 
2-503-4A Sand Canyon Basin 14.09 
2-506-4A Daley Basin 3.31 
2-510-4A Little Sand Canyon Basin 13.6 
2-406-4A Twin Creek Spreading Grounds 12.71 

Zone 3 
Facility 
Number Facility Name Acreage 

3-204-4A Oak Creek Basin 5.51 
3-302-3A Small Canyon Dam 7.3 
3-304-4A Dynamite Basin 3.84 
3-305-4A Cook Canyon Basin 2.54 
3-602-4A Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 6.49 
3-603-4A Oak Glen Creek Basin No. 1 3.73 
3-603-4B Oak Glen Creek Basin No. 2 9.74 
3-603-4C Oak Glen Creek Basin No. 3 11.33 

Total 804.52 
 

3.1  Zone 1 APE Areas 
 
San Antonio Heights Basin APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin APE measures 317 feet 
north-south by 263 feet east-west with a 256-foot long ingress/egress route extending to the 
east of the main basin.  This APE encompasses 1.91 acres and contains an earthen basin, an 
access road, and a buffer that continues onto the surrounding hillsides. 
   
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 1 APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 1 APE measures 
432 feet north-south by 817 feet east-west with a 317-foot long ingress/egress route extending 
to the northwest of the main basin.  This APE encompasses 5.17 acres and contains an earthen 
basin, two access roads, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 2 APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 2 APE measures 
447 feet north-south by 286 feet east-west with a 137-foot long ingress/egress route extending 
to the east of the main basin. This APE encompasses 2.44 acres and contains an earthen basin, 
an access road, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 3 APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 3 APE measures 
405 feet north-south by 309 feet east-west with a 336-foot long ingress/egress route extending 
to the west of the main basin. This APE encompasses 2.51 acres and contains an earthen basin, 
an access road, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 4 APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 4 APE measures 
276 feet north-south by 294 feet east-west with a 653-foot long ingress/egress route extending 
to the west of the main basin. This APE encompasses 1.85 acres and contains an earthen basin, 
an access road, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 



          
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 19                                                     June 2015 

  
San Antonio Heights Basins No. 5 APE. The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 5 APE measures 
881 feet north-south by 614 feet east-west and encompasses 10.42 acres. This APE contains an 
earthen basin, an access road, a concrete spillway, a cleared area, and a buffer area. 
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 6 APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 6 APE measures 
876 feet north-south by 803 feet east-west and encompasses 4.63 acres. This APE contains an 
earthen basin, an access road, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
 
Cucamonga Dam APE.  The Cucamonga Dam APE measures 0.53 mile north-south by 0.41 
mile east-west and encompasses 89.89 acres.  This APE contains a rip-rap dam, an earthen 
basin, an access road, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
 
Demens Basin No. 1 APE.  The Demens Basin No. 1 APE measures 0.35 mile north-south by 
0.32 mile east-west and encompasses 35.09 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, four 
access road alternatives, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
 
Deer Creek Debris Basin APE.  The Deer Creek Debris Basin measures 0.37 mile north-south 
by 0.37 mile east-west with a 0.25-mile long ingress/egress route extending to the west of the 
main basin. This APE encompasses 63.14 acres and contains an earthen basin, an access road, 
a concrete spillway, a gravel quarry, and a buffer area. 
  
Hillside Basin APE. The Hillside Basin APE measures 782 feet north-south by 1,702 feet east-
west and encompasses 29.53 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, an access road, a 
concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
  
Etiwanda Debris Basin APE. The Etiwanda Debris Basin APE measures 0.75 mile north-south 
by 0.33 mile east-west with a 0.86-mile long ingress/egress route extending to the north of the 
main basin. This APE encompasses 97.71 acres and contains a portion of the Etiwanda Creek 
channel, a concrete basin, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
 
Rich Basin APE.  The Rich Basin APE measures 541 feet north-south by 0.29 mile east-west 
and encompasses 27.14 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, an access road, a concrete 
spillway, and a buffer area. 
   
3.2  Zone 2 APE Sections 
 
Devil Canyon Dam APE. The Devil Canyon Dam APE measures 369 feet north-south by 0.51 
mile east-west and encompasses 23.90 acres. This APE contains an earthen dam, three access 
road alternatives that extend south approximately 1,100 feet to Wiggins Basin No. 1, and a 
buffer area. 
 
Devil Basin No. 2 APE.  The Devil Basin No. 2 APE measures 625 feet north-south by 0.45 
mile east-west and encompasses 23.81 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, an access 
road, a concrete canal, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
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Devil Basin No. 3 APE.  The Devil Basin No. 3 APE measures 580 feet north-south by 0.21 
mile east-west and encompasses 11.7 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin and portions of 
an access road, and a buffer area. 
  
Wiggins Basin No. 1 APE. The Wiggins Basin No. 1 APE measures 361 feet northwest-
southeast by 0.63 mile northeast-southwest and encompasses 32.10 acres. This APE contains a 
three part segmented earthen basin, three access road alternatives that extend north to Devil 
Canyon Dam, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
  
Little Mountain Dam APE. The Little Mountain Dam APE measures 0.25 mile north-south by 
0.38 mile east-west and encompasses 49.14 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, an 
access road, a concrete canal, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
   
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 APE. MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 APE measures 0.25 mile north-south by 
424 feet east-west and encompasses 10.28 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, an 
access road, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
  
Brush Canyon Basin APE. The Brush Canyon Basin APE measures 703 feet north-south by 
0.24 mile east-west and encompasses 7.76 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, a 
concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
  
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds APE. The Twin Creek Spreading Grounds APE measures 
1.05 mile north-south by 0.3 mile east-west and encompasses 179.85 acres.  This APE contains 
seven earthen basins separated by berms, an access road, a concrete spillway, and a buffer 
area. 
 
Harrison Basin APE. The Harrison Basin APE measures 0.47 mile north-south by 362 feet 
east-west and encompasses 14.09 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, an access road, a 
concrete spillway, a staging area, and a buffer area.  
 
Daley Basin APE.  The Daley Basin APE measures 0.19 mile north-south by 0.18 mile east-
west with a 193-foot long ingress/egress route extending to the northwest of the main basin.  
This APE encompasses 13.60 acres and contains an earthen basin, an access road, a concrete 
spillway, and a buffer area.  
 
Little Sand Canyon Basin APE. The Little Sand Canyon Basin APE measures 0.29 mile 
northeast-southwest by 633 feet southeast-northwest and encompasses 12.71 acres. This APE 
contains an earthen basin, an access road, a concrete spillway, a concrete canal, and a buffer 
area.  
 
Sand Canyon Basin APE. The Sand Canyon Basin APE measures 0.21 mile north-south by 
201 feet east-west and encompasses 3.31 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, a 
concrete spillway, and a buffer area.  
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3.3  Zone 3 APE Sections 
 
Small Canyon Dam APE. The Small Canyon Dam APE measures 0.33 mile northwest-
southeast by 351 feet northeast-southwest and encompasses 7.30 acres.  This APE contains an 
earthen basin, an access road, a concrete canal, and a buffer area. 
 
Dynamite Basin APE. The Dynamite Basin APE measures 514 feet north-south by 473 feet 
east-west and encompasses 3.84 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin and a buffer area.  
 
Cook Canyon Basin APE. The Cook Canyon Basin APE measures 213 feet north-south by 352 
feet northwest-southeast with a 0.20-mile long ingress/egress route to the west of the main 
basin area. This APE encompasses 2.54 acres and contains an earthen basin, a canal, and a 
buffer area. 
  
Oak Creek Basin APE. The Oak Creek Basin APE measures 0.27 mile northeast-southwest by 
237 feet northwest-southeast and encompasses 5.51 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, 
a concrete canal, and a buffer area. 
 
Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 APE. The Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 APE measures 594 feet north-
south by 519 feet east west and encompasses 6.49 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin 
and a buffer area. 
 
Oak Glen Basin No. 1 APE. The Oak Glen Basin No. 1 APE measures 286 feet north-south by 
526 feet east-west and encompasses 3.73 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, a gravel 
berm, an access road, a parking area, and a buffer area. 
 
Oak Glen Basin No. 2 APE. The Oak Glen Basin No. 2 APE measures 617 feet north-south by 
746 feet east-west and encompasses 9.74 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, two 
gravel berms, an access road, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
 
Oak Glen Basin No. 3 APE.  The Oak Glen Basin No. 3 APE measures 811 feet north-south by 
691 feet east-west and encompasses 11.33 acres. This APE contains an earthen basin, a gravel 
berm, an access road, a concrete spillway, and a buffer area. 
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4.0 CULTURAL SETTING 
 
4.1 Prehistory 
 
Paleo-Indian Period/Terminal Pleistocene (12,000 to 10,000 B.P.) 
The first inhabitants of southern California were big game hunters and gatherers exploiting 
extinct species of Pleistocene megafauna (e.g., mammoth and other Rancholabrean fauna). 
Local "fluted point" assemblages comprised of large spear points or knives are stylistically and 
technologically similar to the Clovis Paleo-Indian cultural tradition dated to this period elsewhere 
in North America (Moratto 1984). Archaeological evidence for this period in southern California 
is limited to a few small temporary camps with fluted points found around late Pleistocene lake 
margins in the Mojave Desert and around Tulare Lake in the southern San Joaquin Valley. 
Single points are reported from Ocotillo Wells and Cuyamaca Pass in eastern San Diego County 
and from the Yuha Desert in Imperial County (Rondeau, Cassidy, and Jones 2007). 
 
Early Archaic Period/Early Holocene (10,000 to 8,000 B.P.) 
Approximately 10,000 years ago at the beginning of the Holocene, warming temperatures, and  
the extinction of the megafauna resulted in changing subsistence strategies with an emphasis 
hunting smaller game and increasing reliance on plant gathering. Previously, Early Holocene 
sites were  represented by only a few sites and isolates from the Lake Mojave and San Dieguito 
Complexes found along former lakebeds and grasslands of the Mojave desert and in inland San 
Diego County. More recently, southern California Early Holocene sites have been found along 
the Santa Barbara Channel (Erlandson 1994), in western Riverside County (Grenda 1997; 
Goldberg 2001), and along the San Diego County coast (Gallegos 1991; Koerper, Langenwalter, 
and Schroth 1991; Warren 1967). 
 
The San Dieguito Complex was defined based on material found at the Harris site (CA-SDI-149) 
on the San Dieguito River near Lake Hodges in San Diego County. San Dieguito artifacts include 
large leaf-shaped points; leaf-shaped knives; large ovoid, domed, and rectangular end and side 
scrapers; engraving tools; and crescentics (Koerper, Langenwalter, and Schroth 1991). The San 
Dieguito Complex at the Harris site dates to 9,000 to 7,500 B.P. (Gallegos 1991:Figure 3.9). 
However, sites from this time period in coastal San Diego County have yielded artifacts and 
subsistence remains characteristic of the succeeding Milling Stone Period, including manos, 
metates, core-cobble tools, and marine shell (Gallegos 1991; Koerper, Langenwalter, and 
Schroth 1991). 
 
Archaic or Milling Stone Period/Middle Holocene  (8,000 to 3,000 B.P.) 
Residential sites along the coast from this period are shell middens with hearths. The most 
common artifacts are manos and milling stones (metates) and large core-cobble chopping tools. 
Other artifacts include hammerstones, large flake tools including scraper-planes and scrapers, 
worked bone, beads, cogged stones, discoidals, doughnut stones, and stone balls. Projectile 
points (usually large leaf-shaped points and Elko points) are not plentiful, but faunal remains 
indicate deer and rabbits were hunted. Sites near bays and estuaries contain abundant shell 
and fish remains (Masters and Gallegos 1997). Burials were inhumations with associated 
grinding implements. The Millling Stone Period was originally defined based on sites along the 
Los Angeles and Ventura County coasts (Wallace 1955). The Milling Stone Period was extended 
to inland areas when sites with similar artifact inventories (but without shell middens) were 
investigated near Cucamonga (Salls 1983), in the Prado Basin (Goldberg and Arnold 1988), and 
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in Crowder Canyon near Cajon Pass (Kowta 1969; Basgall and True 1985). Population density 
was relatively low compared to later periods. The settlement system may have consisted of 
small bands moving in a seasonal round from the coast to inland areas and back again.  
 
Intermediate Period/Late Holocene (3,000 to 1,350 B.P.) 
Mortars and pestles were first used during the Intermediate Period, and probably indicate the 
beginning of acorn exploitation. Use of the acorn, a storable, high-calorie food source, probably 
allowed greater sedentism.  Large projectile points, including Elko points, indicate that hunting 
was probably accomplished with the atlatl or spear thrower. The settlement pattern may have 
been semi-sedentary with winter residential bases near a permanent water source and use of 
temporary camps for resource collection during the rest of the year. 
 
In the upper Santa Ana River drainage area, it has been suggested that the Milling Stone Period 
artifact assemblage (preponderance of manos and metates and core tools and few or no 
mortars and pestles) continued into the time period designated as Intermediate on the coast 
(Kowta 1969; Goldberg and Arnold 1988). This may indicate that intensive acorn use began 
later in inland areas compared to the coast. In western Riverside County the period 
corresponding to the Intermediate Period on the coast is the Late Archaic. Mortars and pestles 
were present in small quantities in some Late Archaic sites and entirely absent in others 
(Goldberg 2001).  
 
Late Prehistoric Period/Late Holocene (1,350 B.P. to Spanish Contact [A.D. 1769]) 
The complex hunter-gatherer cultures encountered by the Spaniards in southern California 
developed during the Late Prehistoric Period.  People lived in villages of up to 250 people 
located near permanent water and a variety of food sources.  Each village was typically located 
at the center of a defended territory from which resources for the group were gathered.  Small 
groups left the village for short periods of time to hunt, fish, and gather plant foods.  While 
away from the village, they established temporary camps and created locations where food and 
other materials were processed.  Archaeologically, such locations are evidenced by manos and 
metates for seed grinding, bedrock mortars for acorn pulverizing, and lithic scatters indicating 
manufacturing or maintenance of stone tools (usually made of chert) used in hunting or 
butchering.  Overnight stays in field camps are evidenced by fire-affected rock used in hearths.  
 
The more intensive use of resources and settlement in permanent villages near water sources in 
inland areas may have been a response to a warmer drier period known as the Medieval 
Climatic Anomaly (MCA) (1,050 to 600 B.P.). Droughts during the MCA were “severe enough to 
cause problems for residents of poorly watered areas of Native California” (Jones and Klar 
2007:302). 
 
The beginning of the Late Prehistoric Period is marked by the introduction of the bow and 
arrow, which made deer hunting more efficient. The bow and arrow was also used in wars for 
territorial defense. One of the most important food resources for inland groups was acorns 
gathered from oak groves in canyons, drainages, and foothills. Acorn processing was labor 
intensive, requiring grinding in a mortar and leaching with water to remove tannic acid (Basgall 
1987). Many of the mortars are bedrock mortars which are indicators of the Late Prehistoric 
Period. Acorns provided a storable resource which promoted sedentism. Seeds from sage and 
grasses, goosefoot, and California buckwheat were collected and ground into meal with manos 
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and metates.  Protein was supplied through the meat of deer, rabbits, and other animals, 
hunted with bow and arrow or trapped using snares, nets, and deadfalls. 
 
Trade among local groups and inland and coastal groups was important as a means of 
obtaining resources from outside the local group’s territory. Items traded over long distances 
included obsidian from the Obsidian Butte source in Imperial County and from the Coso source 
in Inyo County, steatite bowls and ornaments from Catalina Island, shell beads and ornaments 
from the Santa Barbara Channel area, rabbit skins and deer hides from the interior, and dried 
fish and shellfish from the coast. Acorns, seeds, and other food resources were probably 
exchanged locally. 
 
4.2 Ethnohistory 
 
Ethnographic accounts indicate that the Tongva (Gabrielino) occupied areas along the foothills 
of the San Gabriel mountains, west of the Cajon Pass and the Serrano occupied the area along 
the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains, east of the Cajon Pass.  
 
Tongva (Gabrielino) 
 
Ethnographic accounts of Native Americans indicate that the Tongva (or Gabrielino) once 
occupied the region that encompasses the project area. At the time of contact with Europeans, 
the Tongva were the main occupants of the southern Channel Islands, the Los Angeles basin, 
much of Orange County, and extended as far east as the western San Bernardino Valley. The 
term “Gabrielino” came from the group’s association with Mission San Gabriel Arcangel, 
established in 1771, However, today the group prefers to be known by their ancestral name, 
Tongva. The Tongva are believed to have been one of the most populous and wealthy Native 
American tribes in southern California prior to European contact, second only to the Chumash 
(Bean and Smith 1978a; McCawley 1996; Moratto 1984).   
 
The Tongva occupied numerous villages with populations ranging from 50 to 200 inhabitants. 
Residential structures within the villages were domed, circular, and made from thatched tule or 
other available wood. Tongva society was organized by kinship groups, with each group 
composed of several related families who together owned hunting and gathering territories. 
Settlement patterns varied according to the availability of floral and faunal resources (Bean and 
Smith 1978a; McCawley 1996; Miller 1991). During the Mission Period there was a Tongva 
village at Cucamonga.  
 
Vegetal staples consisted of acorns, chia, seeds, piñon nuts, sage, cacti, roots, and bulbs. 
Animals hunted included deer, antelope, coyote, rabbits, squirrels, rodents, birds, and snakes. 
The Tongva also fished (Bean and Smith 1978a; McCawley 1996; Miller 1991). 
 
By the late 18th century, Tongva population had significantly dwindled due to introduced 
diseases and dietary deficiencies. Tongva communities near the missions disintegrated as 
individuals succumbed to Spanish control, fled the region, or died. Later, many of the Tongva 
fell into indentured servitude to Anglo-Americans. By the early 1900s, few Tongva people had 
survived and much of their culture had been lost (Bean and Smith 1978a; McCawley 1996; 
Miller 1991). However, in the 1970s, a revival of the Tongva culture began which continues 
today with growing interest and support.  
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Serrano 
 
Ethnographic accounts indicate that the Serrano were the dominant group of Native Americans 
in the eastern portion of the project area. The Serrano occupied an area in and around the San 
Bernardino Mountains between approximately 1,500 and 11,000 feet above mean sea level. 
Their territory extended west into the Cajon Pass, east as far as Twentynine Palms, north to 
Victorville, and south to the Yucaipa Valley. The Serrano were mainly hunters and gatherers 
who occasionally fished. Game that was hunted included mountain sheep, deer, antelope, 
rabbits, small rodents, and various birds, particularly quail. Vegetable staples consisted of 
acorns, piñon nuts, bulbs and tubers, shoots and roots, berries, mesquite, barrel cacti, and 
Joshua tree (Bean and Smith 1978).  
 
A variety of materials were used for hunting, gathering, and processing food, as well as for 
shelter, clothing, and luxury items. Shells, wood, bone, stone, plant materials, and animal skins 
and feathers were used for making baskets, pottery, blankets, mats, nets, bags and pouches, 
cordage, awls, bows, arrows, drills, stone pipes, musical instruments, and clothing (Bean and 
Smith 1978).   
 
Settlement locations were determined by water availability, and most Serranos lived in small 
villages near water sources. Houses and ramadas were round and constructed of poles covered 
with bark and tule mats (Kroeber 1925). Most Serrano villages also had a ceremonial house 
used as a religious center. Other structures within the village might include granaries and 
sweathouses (Bean and Smith 1978). There was a Serrano village at Yucaipa. 
 
The Serrano were loosely organized along patrilineal lines and associated themselves with 
either the Tukum (wildcat) or the Wahilyam (coyote) moiety. Organization of individual bands of 
Serrano was considered by Kroeber (1925) to be similar to political groups. Tribes, as opposed 
to bands, were larger in numbers, and were distinguished from each other by having distinct 
dialects. Unlike, bands, tribes often had names that were more than merely a designation for the 
place where they lived (Kroeber 1925).   
 
Partly due to their mountainous inland territory, contact between Serrano and European-
Americans was minimal prior to the early 1800s. In 1819, a Capilla (chapel) or asistencia was 
established west of present-day Redlands and was used to help relocate many Serrano to 
Mission San Gabriel. However, small groups of Serrano remained in the area northeast of the 
San Gorgonio Pass and were able to preserve some of their native culture. Today, most 
Serrano live either on the Morongo or San Manuel reservations (Bean and Smith 1978).  
 
4.3 History 
 
The first European to visit Alta California (the area north of Baja California) was Spanish 
maritime explorer Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo, in 1542. Sent north by the Viceroy of New Spain 
(Mexico) to look for the Northwest Passage, Cabrillo and his crew visited San Diego Bay, 
Catalina Island, San Pedro Bay, and the northern Channel Islands. In 1579, the English 
adventurer Francis Drake visited the Miwok Native American group at Drake’s Bay or Bodega 
Bay. Sebastian Vizcaíno explored the coast as far north as Monterey in 1602. He reported that 
Monterey was an excellent location for a port (Castillo 1978). Vizcaíno also named San Diego 
Bay to commemorate Saint Didacus. The name began to appear on European maps of the New 
World by 1624 (Gudde 1998).   
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Colonization of Alta California began with a land expedition led by Spanish army captain Gaspar 
de Portolá. In 1769, Portolá and Father Junipero Serra, a Franciscan missionary, explored the 
California coast from San Diego to the Monterrey Bay area. As a result of this expedition, 
Spanish missions to convert the native population to Catholicism, presidios (forts), and pueblos 
(towns) were established. The Franciscan missionary friars built 21 missions in Alta California, 
beginning with Mission San Diego in 1769 and ending with the missions in San Rafael and 
Sonoma, founded in 1823. Mission San Diego was established to convert the Native Americans 
that lived in the area, known as the Kumeyaay or Diegueño. Mission San Gabriel Archangel 
began in 1771, east of what is now Los Angeles, to convert the Tongva or Gabrielino. Mission 
San Fernando, also in Tongva/Gabrielino territory, was built in 1797. Mission San Juan 
Capistrano was established in 1776 on San Juan Creek (in what is now southern Orange 
County) to convert the Agjachemem or Juaneño. Mission San Luis Rey began in 1798 on the 
San Luis Rey River (in what is now northern San Diego County) to convert the Luiseño. The 
region encompassing the project area was controlled primarily by Mission San Gabriel. Missions 
San Buenaventura and Santa Barbara were founded in Chumash territory in 1782 and 1786, 
respectively (Castillo 1978). 
 
During the Spanish period, a small group of soldiers led by Captain Pedro Fages became the 
first European visitors to what is now western Riverside County. Starting from the San Diego 
presidio on August 8, 1771, Fages and his men began their trip with the purpose of looking for 
army deserters, but abandoned the search in the vicinity of present-day Julian in San Diego 
County and went on an exploratory trip northward. On his way to Cajon Pass and the Mojave 
Desert, Fages crossed the Santa Ana River, east of the project area (Harshman 1992; Hudson 
1978; Lerch et al. 2006). 
 
Some missions established asistencias, or mission outposts, in inland areas. An asistencia of 
Mission San Gabriel Archangel, known as the San Bernardino Rancho Asistencia, was founded in 
1819 in the southern part of Serrano territory near present-day Redlands (Bean and Smith 
1978b). An asistencia of Mission San Luis Rey, known as San Antonio de Pala, was built in 
Luiseño territory farther up the San Luis Rey River near Mount Palomar in 1810 (Pourade 1961). 
The missions sustained themselves through cattle ranching and traded hides and tallow for 
supplies brought by ship. Large cattle ranches were established by Mission San Luis Rey at 
Temecula and San Jacinto (Gunther 1984). The Spanish also constructed presidios at San Diego 
and Santa Barbara, and a pueblo was established at Los Angeles.  
 
The Spanish period, which had begun in 1769 with the Portolá expedition, ended in 1821 with 
Mexican independence. After Mexico became independent from Spain, what is now California 
became the Mexican province of Alta California. The Mexican government closed the missions in 
the 1830s and former mission lands were granted to retired soldiers and other Mexican citizens 
for use as cattle ranches. Much of the land along the coast and in the interior valleys became 
part of Mexican land grants, or ranchos (Robinson 1948). Rancho owners sometimes lived in 
one of the towns, such as San Diego (near the presidio), San Juan Capistrano (around the 
mission), or Los Angeles, but often resided in an adobe house on their own land.   
 
The Mexican Period, which had begun with independence from Spain in 1821, continued until 
the Mexican-American War of the late 1840s. The American period began when the Treaty of 
Guadalupe Hidalgo was signed between Mexico and the United States in 1848. As a result of 
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the treaty, Alta California became part of the United States as the territory of California. Rapid 
population increase occasioned by the Gold Rush of 1849 led to statehood in 1850. Most 
Mexican land grants were confirmed to the grantees by U.S. courts, but usually with more 
restricted boundaries which were surveyed by the U.S. Surveyor General’s office. Floods and 
drought in the 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for 
their owners to pay the new American taxes on the thousands of acres. Many Mexican-
American cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from newly arrived Anglo-
Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land 
grants into the hands of Anglo-Americans (Cleland 1941). 
 
Portions of the current project are located within or in the near vicinity of the Cities of Rancho 
Cucamonga, Fontana, San Bernardino, Highland, and Yucaipa. A brief history of each City is 
given below. 
 
Rancho Cucamonga. The Rancho de Cucamonga (three square leagues) was granted to 
Tubercio Tapia by Mexican Governor Alvarado in 1839 (Aviña 1976:81). Tapia retained his 
Rancho de Cucamonga land throughout the conflict and transition from Mexican to American 
rule of Alta California. After his death, his daughter and her husband sold the rancho to an 
American from Alabama, John Rains, and his wife, Maria Merced Williams de Rains, in 1858. 
Doña Merced was a California native whose father was Isaac Williams, the owner of Rancho 
Santa Ana del Chino, and whose mother was a daughter of the Lugos of Rancho San 
Bernardino. She and her husband had a new brick house built on the rancho, and increased the 
acreage planted in wine grapes (City of Rancho Cucamonga 2014; Hickcox 1981).   
 
John Rains was murdered in 1862, and Doña Merced left Rancho de Cucamonga, which 
eventually went into foreclosure. In 1870, Isaias Hellman, heading a group of businessmen 
from San Francisco, purchased the rancho, which eventually became the center of their 
Cucamonga Fruit Land Company. By 1887, the Atchison, Topeka, & Santa Fe Railway (AT&SF) 
had extended its line from San Bernardino to Los Angeles through the area, and water for 
drinking and irrigation was being provided from tunnels in Cucamonga Canyon in the nearby 
San Gabriel Mountains. Early settlers who bought land from the Cucamonga Fruit Land 
Company in the Cucamonga Colony continued growing primarily the crop that Tubercio Tapia 
had pioneered decades earlier—wine grapes—as well as growing citrus and other fruit trees. 
The first U.S. Post Office in San Bernardino County opened in Cucamonga in 1864 (City of 
Rancho Cucamonga 2014; Gudde 1998; Hickcox 1981). With the expansion of suburban 
development eastward and northward from Los Angeles and Orange counties, the population of 
the Cucamonga area grew rapidly in the 1970s. In 1975, the Tri-Community Incorporation 
Committee was formed, and in 1977 a 59-percent majority voted for incorporation of 
Cucamonga, Etiwanda, and Alta Loma as the City of Rancho Cucamonga (City of Rancho 
Cucamonga 2014).       
 
Fontana.  The Fontana area was surrounded by large rancho grants during the Mexican period 
of the 1840s. El Muscupiabe Rancho of Miguel Blanco (Englishman Michael White) and Henry 
Hancock was to the northeast, San Bernardino Rancho of the Lugo family was to the east and 
southeast, the Bandini and Rubidoux Ranchos were to the south, the Chino Rancho was toward 
the southwest, and the Cucamonga Rancho was to the west. The land in between, on which 
Fontana was later built, was left open for cattle grazing (Hayden et al. 1997; Stoebe and Bemis 
1976). The nearest settlement during this period was Politana, later called Agua Mansa. This 
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Hispanic settlement was located on the banks of the Santa Ana River a short distance 
downstream from its confluence with Lytle Creek. The riverside location proved to be ill-chosen 
when the town was wiped out during the disastrous flood of 1862 (Ahlborn 1982; Clark 
1978/1979). 

In 1851 a large group of Mormons arrived to establish a colony in the San Bernardino Valley 
after a difficult journey from Salt Lake City. One group, under the leadership of Captain Andrew 
Lytle, camped near the mouth of Cañon de los Negros and renamed it Lytle Creek. The 
Mormons purchased San Bernardino Rancho from the Lugos; however, the United States 
government did not recognize the Lugos’ claim to the lands west of Lytle Creek.  Thus, the 
Mormons only received land east of the creek at what is now San Bernardino.  By 1853 they 
had cleared a new road between San Bernardino and Cucamonga. This road later became a 
segment of Foothill Boulevard (Stoebe and Bemis 1976). 
 
In 1905 Azarial Blanchard Milller, a farmer, rancher, and developer, purchased 17,000 acres of 
land in an area near the mouth of Lytle Creek.  Miller developed the area into citrus orchards, 
poultry farms, and cattle ranches (Fontana Unified School District 2014). The Fontana Union 
Water Company was a mutual company formed in 1912 by local farmers and ranchers. The 
Water Company allowed its owners to gain rights to the water from nearby Lytle Creek and to 
finance water transportation systems to divert water from the creek to their properties (Fontana 
Water Company 2014).  In 1913 the City of Fontana was founded.  By the 1920s the town had 
outgrown the existing water systems and the city formed the Fontana Domestic Water 
Company, a public utility, to meet the increasing demand for water. In 1945 the Fontana 
Domestic Water Company was purchased by the San Gabriel Water Company, which operates 
to this day as the Fontana Water Company (Fontana Water Company 2014). 

 
During World War II Henry Kaiser founded the Kaiser Steel Mill in Fontana in order to provide 
supplies needed for the war effort. At the end of the War, Kaiser Steel Mill remained in business 
and the City of Fontana became a major industrial center (Fontana Water Company 2014). As 
business and industry grew, the city became less and less agriculturally based.  In the 1950s, 
Fontana built a drag racing strip and became a regular part of the NRHA drag racing circuit. In 
the 1980s, Kaiser closed its Steel Mill and the city changed its focus towards large residential 
complexes, commercial business, and light industry (Fontana Water Company 2014). As of 
2012, Fontana had a population of 201,812 people (City-Data.com 2014) 

San Bernardino. The City of San Bernardino is located on a portion of the land known during 
the Mexican Period as Rancho San Bernardino, a land grant given to Jose del Carmen Lugo, his 
two brothers (Jose María and Vicente), and Diego Sepulveda (related to the Lugos by marriage) 
in 1842 (Aviña 1976:91). In 1851, the Lugos sold a portion of the rancho to 500 Mormon 
settlers from Salt Lake City who founded the town of San Bernardino. After only 5 years, most 
of the Mormons returned to Salt Lake City (California Genealogy 2008). San Bernardino County 
was formed from Los Angeles County in 1853 and San Bernardino became the county seat 
(Gudde 1969:280). San Bernardino was incorporated as a town in 1868 (California Genealogy 
2008). 
 
San Bernardino remained a small rural town until the arrival of two transcontinental railroads 
resulted in a real estate boom in the 1880s. The Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) built its line 
east from Los Angeles to Colton in 1875 (Mullaly and Petty 2002). The SPRR did not go through 
San Bernardino because San Bernardino refused to pay a subsidy to the SPRR. The SPRR 
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instead built through the Slover Mountain Colony (later renamed Colton) which did pay a 
subsidy of one square mile of land (Dumke 1944:21). The Southern Pacific continued 
construction from Colton east reaching Yuma in 1877, and making a transcontinental 
connection in west Texas in 1881 (Robertson 1998). Further development of San Bernardino did 
not take place until the arrival of the California Southern Railroad, a subsidiary of the AT&SF 
Railroad, in 1883. The California Southern Railroad built north from National City and San Diego 
through Riverside, arriving in Colton in 1882 and in San Bernardino in 1883.  The California 
Southern Railroad completed its line to Barstow, where it connected with the transcontinental 
AT&SF in 1885 (Bryant 1974) allowing the AT&SF to reach San Bernardino. The AT&SF 
completed its line from San Bernardino to Los Angeles in 1887. A rate war between the AT&SF 
and the Southern Pacific reduced the transcontinental fare to $1.00 in March of 1887 and, as a 
result, large numbers of immigrants arrived in southern California (Bryant 1974). The resulting 
real estate boom caused San Bernardino to expand with numerous new tracts and additions. 
Real estate assessments doubled between 1885 and 1887 (Dumke 1944:120). San Bernardino 
was incorporated as a city in 1886 (California Genealogy 2008). 
 
Like most southern California communities, San Bernardino suffered economic setbacks during 
the Great Depression of the 1930s. But, as happened in many areas throughout the country, 
the local economy was re-energized by the activities at military facilities during World War II. 
During the early years of the United States’ involvement in the war, the San Bernardino area 
was made headquarters of the Western Defense Command. Its distance from the threat of an 
aircraft-carrier-based Japanese attack, as well as its position as a hub of the regional highway, 
railroad, and telephone networks, made it an ideal location. The U.S. Army Base General Depot, 
unofficially called Camp Ono, was built as a supply base by the Quartermaster Corps near 
Shandin Hills, northwest of San Bernardino. The U.S. Army Air Depot, which later became 
Norton Air Force Base, was laid out along the north side of the Santa Ana River between San 
Bernardino and Redlands (Belden 1963). Following the war, Norton Air Force Base continued to 
stimulate the economy in the San Bernardino Valley until it was closed in the 1990s.    
 
Highland. The City of Highland is located on a portion of the Rancho San Bernardino. The first 
non-Native American settler in the vicinity of Highland was probably Walter A. Shay, who built a 
small cabin near the mouth of City Creek Canyon in the early 1850s. Santa Ana Canyon Road 
was the first road in the area built and maintained by the county. A few houses and small 
commercial buildings were established in 1873 near what is now the intersection of Base Line 
and Palm Avenue. By 1883, the settlement, named Messina, opened its own school district, 
called Highland, which was the first official use of the name (Beattie 1994). Messina was the 
location of the first post office in the present-day Highland area. The post office opened in 1887 
in the community’s grocery store. Mail was originally handled by a private carrier until the U.S. 
Post Office took over in 1892. In 1899, the post office was relocated from Messina to the AT&SF 
Railway Depot. Also in 1899, the name of the community was changed from Messina to 
Highland and most of the old business district at Base Line and Palm Avenue was demolished. 
Construction began on a new town center at Palm and Pacific Avenues, reusing salvaged bricks 
and lumber from the demolished business district (Beattie 1994).  
 

In 1883, the same year the Highland School District was established, the North Fork Ditch was 
dug by the Highland Ditch Co., incorporating the old Cram-Van Leuven Ditch. While several 
crops, including peaches, apricots, various grains, and grapes had been planted before, a good 
supply of irrigation water enabled local ranchers to begin planting oranges and lemons. 
Although there were water rights disputes with ranchers in Redlands, agreement was eventually 
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reached and citrus groves, particularly of navel and Valencia oranges, spread rapidly (Beattie 
1994; Richards 1966).  
 

In the first half of the twentieth century, the local citrus industry grew and agriculture became 
the predominant economy of the area. The Great Depression in the 1930s, however, brought 
hardships to the region and some farmers were forced to sell their groves. During the United 
States’ involvement in World War II (1942-1945), the economy of Highland benefited from the 
activities at the nearby military bases in San Bernardino.  
 

The gradual post-World War II expansion of San Bernardino and the continued operation and 
growth of Norton Air Force Base into the 1990s resulted in Highland becoming, in effect, a 
suburb of its larger neighboring city. During the 1980s, residents and the Highland Chamber of 
Commerce began a campaign to establish their community as a separate city, and the City of 
Highland, which included both Highland and East Highlands, was incorporated on November 24, 
1987 (Beattie 1994). The completion of the “Cross-Town Freeway,” State Route 30 (now State 
Route 210), through the community in 1992 and the ongoing construction of new residential 
tracts and businesses has contributed to the city’s growth in recent years. As of 2012, the 
population of Highland was approximately 54,150 (City-Data.com 2014). 
 
Yucaipa. In 1842 it was thought that the Yuciapa Valley was included in the Rancho San 
Bernardino land grant. In 1843, Don Diego Sepulveda, a cousin of the Lugos by marriage, 
moved a large herd of cattle onto land in the Yucaipa Valley, and attempted to establish a ranch 
and home there. Ygnacio Palomares, a rival rancher, filed a dispute with local authorities over 
grazing rights, and litigation took place between the two men. Governor Alvarado, however, 
was related to the Lugo family and with Alvarado’s influence, the case was eventually decided 
in favor of the Lugos’ relation-by-marriage, Diego Sepulveda, and his Rancho Yucaipa was 
established (Richards 1966; San Bernardino County Museum 2005).  
 
In 1869, the Yucaipa Ranch was purchased by a cattleman from Texas named John Dunlap, 
who lived in the Yucaipa Adobe, which still exists and has been designated California Historical 
Landmark No. 528. The Dunlap family raised cattle and grew alfalfa, and remained in the area 
until the 1950s (San Bernardino County Museum 2005).  
 
By the early 1890s, the Yucaipa Valley had a population of around 150, and consisted of 
scattered ranches. The first Yucaipa post office was established in 1893 at “Casa Blanca,” the 
mansion of Franklin Pierce Dunlap, who was the son of John Dunlap and served as the first 
postmaster. As the population grew, the Yucaipa Colonization Company was formed for the 
planning of a formal community. In 1906, “Yucaipa City” was platted by the company. Little 
growth took place until around 1910, when various water organizations began to supply 
adequate water for further development (Garrett 1992). The post-World War II growth of 
Yucaipa was boosted by the construction of Interstate 10 through the community in the early 
1960s. The City of Yucaipa was incorporated in 1969, and its population, which continues to 
grow rapidly, was approximately 50,500 in 2004 (City of Yucaipa 2007). 
 
The Yucaipa-Redlands Land and Water Ranchero, established in the late 1800s, was the first 
water organization to serve the developing Yucaipa Valley. While providing drinking water for 
the small population, this company, as well as others that followed, primarily delivered water 
from mountain runoff to irrigate citrus groves and other crops. As the population increased 
during the 20th century, the small water companies drilled wells to augment the mountain 
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streams. Eventually, the need for a single integrated water agency was recognized, and in 
1971, the numerous small water companies were combined to form the Yucaipa Valley County 
Water District. Two years later, the Triple Falls Water Company was acquired by the district. In 
1985, the word “County” was dropped from the name. In 1987, the Harry V. Slack Water 
Company was purchased by the Yucaipa Valley Water District, and the most recent addition, in 
1992, was the Wildwood Canyon Mutual Water Company (Yucaipa Valley Water District n.d.). 



          
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 32                                                     June 2015 

5.0 METHODS 
 
5.1 Records Search Methods 
 
A cultural resources records search was conducted in June, 2014 at the San Bernardino 
Archaeological Information Center (SBAIC), located at the San Bernardino County Museum in 
Redlands, California. The purpose of the records search was to determine the extent of previous 
cultural resources investigations within a 1-mile (1.6-kilometer) radius of the Project areas, and 
whether any previously recorded archaeological sites or other historic resources exist within or 
near them. Materials reviewed included reports of previous cultural resources investigations, 
archaeological site records, historical maps, and listings of resources on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), California Points of 
Historical Interest, California Landmarks, and National Historic Landmarks.  
 
5.2     Native American Coordination Methods 
 
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento was contacted about the 
proposed project and was provided maps of the APE boundaries. The NAHC conducted a search 
of the Sacred Lands File to identify any known sensitive or sacred Native American resources 
located in or near the Project Area. The NAHC provided a list of Native American groups that 
have historic or traditional ties to the Project Area. Each individual Native American group on 
the list provided by the NAHC was then notified of the proposed Project by a letter inviting them 
to provide any comments or concerns regarding the proposed Project.  
 
5.3 Field Survey Methods 
 
Fieldwork was conducted by ECORP archaeologists Richard Shepard and Andrew Myers from 
June 25 to July 16, 2014 and consisted of an intensive systematic pedestrian survey of the 35 
APE sections.  Subsequent changes to the Project APE warranted additional surveys. Additional 
survey was conducted between September 24 and 26, 2014 by Robert Cunningham and Andrew 
Myers. This additional survey captured previously unsurveyed areas following the development 
of new APE boundaries. A third survey was conducted on May 26, 2015 by Wendy Blumel 
following changes to the Devils Basin No. 3 APE boundaries. The total area surveyed, which 
comprises the Project Study Area is 866.95 acres. 
 
Where possible, survey was conducted using parallel transects spaced 15 to 20 meters apart. 
Due to safety concerns, slopes of greater than 45 degrees and areas of active 
construction/quarrying were not surveyed. In addition, areas with dense impenetrable 
vegetation or standing water were not surveyed using 15-meter transects.  Rather, all 
inaccessible areas were viewed from the nearest accessible point. All areas not surveyed are 
shown in Appendix B. 
 
When an artifact or feature was identified, it was marked with a pin flag or flagging tape.  In 
order to determine if the artifact was an isolate or part of a site, the area immediately 
surrounding the artifact or feature was surveyed in linear transects separated by 5 to 10 meter 
intervals, depending on visibility of the surrounding environment. This reduced-interval survey 
continued for 50 to 75 meters past the last marked artifact in all directions in order to define 
the site or isolate boundary.  During the field survey phase of this project, an archaeological site 
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was defined as consisting of at least three artifacts within 50 meters of each other or a single 
feature. Cultural resources not meeting the site criteria were recorded as isolated finds.  
 
Archaeological sites were assigned a unique temporary number based on the project number 
and the order in which they were found (i.e. FLOD-001, FLOD-002 and FE-001, FE-002 for the 
additional survey). Newly-identified sites, when possible, were recorded in their entirety.  For 
sites such as roads, which continue far past the project APE boundary, only the segments within 
the APE were recorded. Isolates were assigned a unique temporary number based on the 
project number and the order in which they were found, followed by an ‘I’ (i.e. FLOD-004-I). As 
appropriate, the site boundary, loci, concentrations, and items of interest were mapped using a 
hand-held Trimble GPS unit with 2-meter accuracy. Digital photographs were taken of selected 
artifacts and features as well as site overviews showing the general environment and the 
presence, if any, of human or naturally-occurring impacts. Following fieldwork, Department of 
Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 records were prepared for each of the identified resources, and 
location and sketch maps were created using data collected from the handheld GPS units used 
in the field.   
 
An attempt was made to locate all previously recorded sites and isolates located within the 
project APE. ECORP archaeologists resurveyed the previously reported location of these sites to 
assess any changes including man-made or naturally occurring disturbances and/or damage. In 
order to identify the boundary for previously recorded sites or isolates, the area surrounding 
that site or isolate was walked in linear transects separated by 5 to 15-meter intervals, 
depending on site location, topography, and vegetation, for 30 to 50 meters beyond the 
previously recorded boundary. Previously recorded sites were updated to note any changes 
since the site had been originally recorded using a DPR 523 Primary Record.   
 
In addition to the intensive pedestrian survey of the 35 flood control features located within the 
APE sections, detailed notes were taken on the architectural characteristics all historic-period 
built environment features, such as dams and basins built prior to 1964.  Notes were taken on 
their materials, modifications, integrity, and setting to assist in their evaluation for eligibility for 
the California Register of Historical Resources  and the National Register of Historic Places.  
 
5.4 California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) Evaluation Methods  
 
The California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was established by state law in 1992 
(Public Resources Code [PCR] Sections 5020.1, 5020.4, 5020.7, 5024.1, 5024.5, 5024.6, 21084 
and 21084.1).  Its implementing regulations were first published in 1999 (California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] Title 14, Chapter 11.5. The purpose of the CRHR is to act as “an 
authoritative listing and guide to be used by state and local agencies, private groups, and 
citizens in identifying existing historical resources of the state and to indicate which resources 
deserve to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change” 
(CCR Title 14 § 4850.1). A historical resource as defined by the PCR “includes, but is not limited 
to, any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or 
archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, 
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California” 
(PCR §5020.1 q). A substantial adverse change as defined by the PCR constitutes “demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration such that the significance of an historical resource would 
be impaired” (PCR § 5020.1 q).   
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The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) further establishes that “a project 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” (PRC § 21084.1). Therefore, the resource 
needs to be evaluated using CRHR eligibility criteria to determine whether it is a Historical 
Resource. If it is a Historical Resource, then impacts to it may be considered significant on the 
environment. There are four criteria for determining eligibility for the CRHR (see Table 6). 
 
Table 6. Criteria for Inclusion of a Property on the California Register of Historical 
Resources 

Criterion Association Characteristic 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
 

Event 
 
 
 
Person 
 
 
Design/ 
Construction 
 
 
Information 
Potential 

It is associated 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.   
 
It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, 
or national history. 
 
It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of a master or 
possesses high artistic values. 
 
It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to 
the prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation. 

Sources: California Department of Parks and Recreation 1998a,b; CCR Title 14 § 4852 
 

Table 7. Qualities of Integrity Related to Eligibility for the California Register of  
Historical Resources 

Quality Description 
Location 
 
Design 
 
 
Setting 
 
Materials 
 
 
Workmanship 
 
 
Feeling 
 
 
Association 

The place the historic property was constructed or the historic event occurred. 
 
The combination of elements creating the property’s form, plan, space, structure, 
and style. 
 
The physical environment of the historic property. 
 
The physical elements combined at a particular period of time and in a particular 
pattern or configuration to form a historic property. 
 
The physical evidence of the craft of a particular culture or people during any given 
period. 
 
The property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of 
time. 
 
The direct link between an important historic event or person and the property. 

Sources: California Department of Parks and Recreation 1998a,b; CCR Title 14 § 4852 

 
In addition to historical significance, a property must have integrity to be eligible for the CRHR. 
Integrity is the property’s ability to convey its demonstrated historical significance. Seven 
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individual elements comprise integrity (see Table 7). It is not required that a historic property 
display all of these qualities.  
 
Some resources are listed on the CRHR automatically (California Department of Parks and 
Recreation 1998a). These include: 
 

• Properties that are listed on the NRHP; 
• Properties that have been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP whether by the 

Keeper of the National Register or through a consensus determination; and 
• California Historical Landmarks from Number 777 on. 

 
5.4 National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) Evaluation Methods  
 
The National Park Service has developed four criteria, A through D, for assessing the historical 
significance of cultural resources to determine eligibility for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) (see Table 8). At least one criterion of the National Register Criteria of Evaluation 
must be met for a property to be considered eligible for the NRHP (National Park Service 1991). 
Compliance with federal laws and regulations regarding the management and treatment of 
historic properties are triggered by the property’s NRHP eligibility as determined by a federal 
agency in consultation with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). It is not 
necessary that a potentially eligible property actually be listed on the NRHP to be subject to 
special management considerations.   
 
Table 8. Criteria for Inclusion of a Property on the National Register of Historic 
Places 
Criterion Association Characteristic 

A 
 
 
B 
 
 
C 
 
 
 
 
 
D 
 
 

Event 
 
 
Person 
 
 
Design/ 
Construction 
 
 
 
 
Information 
Potential 

Properties associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of U.S. history.  
 
Properties associated with the lives of persons significant in U.S. 
history. 
 
Properties that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, 
or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or 
that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual 
distinction. 
 
Properties that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 

Source: National Park Service 1991 

 

In addition to historical significance, a property must also have integrity to be eligible for the 
NRHP. Integrity is the property’s ability to convey its demonstrated historical significance. Seven 
individual elements comprise integrity (see Table 9). It is not required that a historic property 
display all these qualities to be considered NRHP-eligible (National Park Service 1991).  
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Table 9. Qualities of Integrity Related to Eligibility for the National Register  

Quality Description 

Location 
 
 
Design 
 
 
Setting 
 
Materials 
 
 
Workmanship 
 
 
Feeling 
 
 
Association 

The place the historic property was constructed or the historic event occurred. 
 
The combination of elements creating the property’s form, plan, space, structure, 
and style. 
 
The physical environment of the historic property. 
 
The physical elements combined at a particular period of time and in a particular 
pattern or configuration to form a historic property. 
 
The physical evidence of the craft of a particular culture or people during any given 
period. 
 
The property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of 
time. 
 
The direct link between an important historic event or person and the property. 

Source: National Park Service 1991 
 

Resources eligible for the NRHP are termed historic properties. Properties determined eligible 
for the NRHP are automatically eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR). Properties eligible for the CRHR are Historical Resources (significant) for the purposes 
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
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6.0 RESULTS 
 
6.1 Records Search Results  
 
Results of the records search conducted at the SBAIC are presented below for each of the three 
zones described in Section 1.1. 
 
Zone 1. Results of the records search indicate that 128 cultural resources studies have been 
conducted within a 1-mile (1.6-kilometer) radius of the Zone 1 facilities, between 1973 and 
2013. Nine of the investigations included portions of one or more of the project areas for these 
facilities. The remaining 119 cultural resources surveys ranged in distance from 0.05 to 0.95 
mile (80 meters to 1.5 kilometers) from the project areas. Details of all investigations that took 
place within any of the project areas in Zone 1 are presented below in Table 10.   
 
The records search results also show that 108 cultural resources have been previously 
documented within 1 mile of the Zone 1 project areas. Ninety-nine of these are historic-period, 
seven are prehistoric, and two are multi-component (both prehistoric and historic) sites. 
Historic-period resources consist of 25 houses, 8 non-residential buildings or groups of 
buildings, 12 residential sites, 11 building foundations, 6 ranch or farm sites, 11 sites 
comprising irrigation features, 5 water conveyance features, 4 refuse scatters, 2 roads, 6 rock 
features, 1 kiln and quarry site, 1 railroad station, 1 possible cemetery site, 1 group of 
eucalyptus tree rows, the Euclid Avenue mule car, 2 flood control features, the Boulder Dam-
Los Angeles power transmission lines, and 1 isolated find (ceramic sherds). Prehistoric 
resources consist of three artifact scatters, two bedrock milling features, and two isolated finds 
(a lithic flake and an obsidian biface). Both of the multi-component sites contain historic-period 
and prehistoric artifact scatters, while one of them also includes historic-period rock features. 
Twelve of the 108 cultural resources that have been previously recorded within the records 
search radius are within or in proximity to Zone 1 project areas. Details of these resources are 
provided below in Table 11. The remaining resources are located from 0.5 to 0.95 mile (80 
meters to 1.5 kilometers) from any of the Zone 1 project areas. 
  
The Boulder Dam-Los Angeles power transmission lines (P36-007694) have been determined to 
be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) (Van Wormer and Dolan 1999). The power line corridor 
passes east to west, crossing the San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) and the Hillside 
Basin project areas. In addition, the records search indicated that one previously recorded 
prehistoric occupation site (P36-000895) has been determined to be eligible for listing in the 
NRHP and the CRHR (Martz 1976). P36-000895 is located entirely within the boundaries of the 
Hillside Basin APE.  This site consists of midden, a lithic scatter, and hearth debris. Seventeen 
additional resources that are located within the Zone 1 records search radius have been 
determined to be eligible for NRHP and CRHR listing, and two resources are eligible for listing in 
the CRHR. Details on all of these resources are provided in Table 12.  
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Table 10. Previous Investigations That Included All or Part of Zone 1 Project Areas 

Author(s) Report Title and Number Year Location Relative to  
Project Area  

Eddy, John J., and 
Daniel Ballester 

Historical/Archaeological Resources 
Survey Report: Proposed Zone III 
Reservoir, City of Upland, San 
Bernardino County, California.  
(NADB 1065801) 

2007 
Block survey: overlapped a small 
portion of the southwest quarter of 
the Cucamonga Dam project area 

Wlodarski, Robert J. 

Records Search and Field 
Reconnaissance Results for the 
Proposed NEXTEL Wireless 
Communications Site (CA5343-A: SCE 
Campus) Rancho Cucamonga, San 
Bernardino County, California.  
(NADB 1064854) 

2005 
Telecommunications facility survey: 
located within the southwest quarter 
of the Cucamonga Dam project area 

Martz, Patricia 

Description and Evaluation of the 
Cultural Resources: Cucamonga, 
Demens, Deer, and Hillside Creek 
Channels, San Bernardino and Riverside 
Counties, California. (NADB 1060317) 

1976 

Linear and block survey: crossed 
southern and middle portions of 
Cucamonga Dam project area; 
overlapped north half of Deer Creek 
Debris Basin project area 

McKenna, Jeanette A. 

Cultural Resources Investigations of the 
Etiwanda North Specific Plan EIR, City 
of Etiwanda, San Bernardino County.  
(NADB 1062316) 

1991 Block survey: included the entire 
Etiwanda Debris Basin project area 

Padon, Beth,  
John Elliott, and  
Steven Dies 

North Etiwanda Specific Plan: Cultural 
Resources Assessment. 
(NADB 1061868) 

1989 Block survey: included the entire 
Etiwanda Debris Basin project area 

Landis, Daniel G. 

Cultural Resources Survey for the Chino 
Basin Groundwater Storage Program, 
San Bernardino County, California. 
(NADB 1062851) 

1993 
Block survey: overlapped the west 
half of the Etiwanda Debris Basin 
project area 

Encarnacion, Deirdre 

Historical/Archaeological Resources 
Survey Report: Wilson Avenue 
Improvement Project, City of Rancho 
Cucamonga, San Bernardino County, 
California. (NADB 1065998) 

2007 
Block survey: overlapped the 
southern edge of the Etiwanda 
Debris Basin project area 

Lerch, Michael K. 

Class III Cultural Resources Inventory: 
San Sevaine Creek Water Project, San 
Bernardino County, California.  
(NADB 1061582) 

1986 

Block survey: overlapped the west 
half of the Etiwanda Debris Basin 
project area; overlapped the 
northwest quarter of the Rich Basin 
project area 

Love, Bruce 
Lennar Coyote Canyon Project near the 
City of Fontana, California. 
(NADB 1063537) 

1999 
Block survey: included all but the 
southern tip of the Rich Basin project 
area 
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Table 11. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within or in proximity to Zone 1 
Project Areas 
Resource 
Number Description Location Relative to  

Project Area Reference 

P36-007694 
Boulder Dam-Los Angeles 
Power Transmission Lines 
(CRHR eligible) 

Crosses the San Antonio 
Heights Basin (West Frankish) 
and the Hillside Basin project 
areas 

Van Wormer & Dolan 
NRHP Registration Form 
(1999) 

P36-006255 Cucamonga Spreading 
Grounds 

Overlaps most of the 
Cucamonga Dam project area 

Hammond & Sutton 
DPR Record 
(1989) 

P36-060255 Prehistoric Isolated Find: 
Obsidian biface 

Near the west boundary of the 
Etiwanda Debris Basin project 
area 

Lerch 
DPR Record 
(1986) 

P36-013747 Historic-period refuse scatter 
Near the west boundary of the 
Etiwanda Debris Basin project 
area 

McKenna 
DPR Record 
(1991) 

P36-013739 Historic-period rock cairns 
Adjacent to the east boundary 
of the Etiwanda Debris Basin 
project area 

McKenna 
DPR Record 
(1991) 

P36-060256 Historic-period Isolated Find: 
Ceramic sherds 

0.1 mile (0.16 kilometer) east 
of the southeast quarter of the 
Etiwanda Debris Basin project 
area 

LSA Associates 
DPR Record  
(1989) 

P36-013740 Historic-period house site 
Overlaps the west side of the 
Etiwanda Debris Basin project 
area 

Dice & Kay 
DPR Record 
(2012) 

PSBR-2H Historic-period wagon road 
Crossed the southern tip and 
the east half of the Rich Basin 
project area 

Ballester 
DPR Record 
(2008) 

P36-009843 Historic-period  
concrete foundation 

Near the northwest corner of 
the Rich Basin project area 

Bouscaren 
DPR Record 
(1999) 

P36-006814 Historic-period Ranch site Near the northwest corner of 
the Rich Basin project area 

Alexandrowicz et al. 
DPR Record 
(1989) 

P36-006810 Historic-period home site Near the southwest corner of 
the Rich Basin project area 

Alexandrowicz et al. 
DPR Record 
(1991) 

 
Table 12. NRHP and/or CRHR Eligible Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of Zone 1 
Project Areas 
Resource 
Number Description NRHP/CRHR 

Eligibility 
Location Relative 
to Project Area Reference 

P36-007694 Boulder Dam-Los Angeles 
Power Transmission Lines NRHP and CRHR 

Crosses the San 
Antonio Heights 
Basin (West 
Frankish) and 
Hillside Basin 
project areas 

Van Wormer & 
Dolan 
NRHP Registration 
Form 
(1999) 
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Resource 
Number Description NRHP/CRHR 

Eligibility 
Location Relative 
to Project Area Reference 

P36-000895 Prehistoric occupation site 
(NRHP eligible) NRHP and CRHR Within the Hillside 

Basin project area 

Martz 
Archaeological Site 
Survey Record 
(1976) 

P36-020706 San Antonio Dam NRHP and CRHR 

0.4 mile (640 
meters) west of the 
San Antonio Heights 
Basin (West 
Frankish) project 
area 

Dice 
DPR Record 
(2009) 

P36-018094 
Ontario and San Antonio 
Heights Waiting [railroad] 
Station 

NRHP and CRHR 

0.7 mile (1.1 
kilometers) 
southwest of the 
San Antonio Heights 
Basin (West 
Frankish) project 
area 

Griffith 
NRHP Registration 
Form 
(2010) 

P36-018605 San Antonio Forest Fire 
Station NRHP and CRHR 

0.65 mile (1 
kilometer) south of 
the San Antonio 
Heights Basins 1-6 
project areas 

Thornton 
DPR Record 
(1994) 

P36-015982 Euclid Avenue NRHP and CRHR 

0.7 mile (1.1 
kilometers) south of 
the San Antonio 
Heights Basins 1-6 
project areas 

CALTRANS 
Architectural 
Inventory/ 
Evaluation Form 
(1994) 

P36-015983 Euclid Avenue Mule Car NRHP and CRHR 

0.7 mile (1.1 
kilometers) south of 
the San Antonio 
Heights Basins 1-6 
project areas 

Kaiser 
California Point of 
Historical Interest 
Form 
(1974) 

P36-018604 Payne/Price house NRHP and CRHR 

0.75 mile (1.2 
kilometers) south of 
the San Antonio 
Heights Basins 1-6 
project areas 

Mason & Hatheway 
Historic Resource 
Inventory Form 
(1986) 

P36-018603 Paul house (1) NRHP and CRHR 

0.55 mile (880 
meters) west of the 
Cucamonga Dam 
project area 

Mason & Hatheway 
Historic Resource 
Inventory Form 
(1986) 

P36-018602 Paul house (2) NRHP and CRHR 

0.65 mile (1 
kilometer) west of 
the Cucamonga 
Dam project area 

Mason & Hatheway 
Historic Resource 
Inventory Form 
(1986) 

P36-018222 Harwood/Shirley house  
and property NRHP and CRHR 

0.6 mile (960 
meters) southwest 
of the Cucamonga 
Dam project area 

Mason & Hatheway 
Historic Resource 
Inventory Form 
(1986) 
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Resource 
Number Description NRHP/CRHR 

Eligibility 
Location Relative 
to Project Area Reference 

P36-018600 Jacobs house NRHP and CRHR 

0.7 mile (1.1 
kilometers) 
southwest of the 
Cucamonga Dam 
project area 

Mason & Hatheway 
Historic Resource 
Inventory Form 
(1986)  

P36-018596 Gray house NRHP and CRHR 

0.9 mile (1.45 
kilometers) 
southwest of the 
Cucamonga Dam 
project area 

CALTRANS 
Architectural 
Inventory/ 
Evaluation Form 
(1988) 

P36-018594 Eckstein house NRHP and CRHR 

0.85 mile (1.35 
kilometers) 
southwest of the 
Cucamonga Dam 
project area 

CALTRANS 
Architectural 
Inventory/ 
Evaluation Form 
(1988) 

P36-016477 Tolstoy/Demens house NRHP and CRHR 

0.45 mile (720 
meters) southeast 
of the Demens 
Basin project area; 
0.85 mile (1.35 
kilometers) 
southwest of the 
Hillside Basin 
project area 

Merrill 
Historic Resource 
Inventory Form 
(1987) 

P36-016470 Warren/Thorpe house NRHP and CRHR 

0.95 mile (1.1.5 
kilometers) south of 
the Demens Basin 
project area 

Merrill 
Historic Resource 
Inventory Form 
(1987) 

P36-006808 Sainsevain home site NRHP and CRHR 

0.4 mile (640 
meters) northwest 
of the Rich Basin 
project area 

Alexandrowicz et al. 
DPR Record 
(1991) 

P36-006815 Multi-component site NRHP and CRHR 

0.8 mile (1.3 
kilometers) 
northwest of the 
Rich Basin project 
area 

Alexandrowicz et al. 
DPR Record 
(1991) 

P36-006816 Multi-component site NRHP and CRHR 

0.7 mile (1.1 
kilometers) 
northwest of the 
Rich Basin project 
area 

Alexandrowicz et al. 
DPR Record 
(1991) 

P36-012742 Lytle Creek Winery buildings CRHR 

0.7 mile (1.1 
kilometers) 
northeast of the 
Rich Basin project 
area 

Ghabhlain 
DPR Record 
(2005) 
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Resource 
Number Description NRHP/CRHR 

Eligibility 
Location Relative 
to Project Area Reference 

P36-013738 Etiwanda Water Company 
Water Procurement System CRHR 

0.55 mile (880 
meters) northwest 
of the Etiwanda 
Debris Basin project 
area 

Tang 
DPR Record 
(2007) 

 
The 1906 and 1907 U.S. General Land Office (USGLO) plat maps of Township 1 North, Range 6 
West of the San Bernardino Base and Meridian show a “Cucamonga to Cajon Pass Road” 
crossing the Rich Basin project area (USGLO 1906a, 1907a). This road is designated as PSBR-
2H at the SBAIC. The 1871 USGLO plat map of Township 1 North, Range 7 West does not 
indicate any human-made features in the vicinities of any of the Zone 1 project areas (USGLO 
1871). U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 15-minute Cucamonga, California topographic quadrangle 
maps from the early twentieth century do not indicate any structures within any Zone 1 project 
areas (USGS 1927, 1939a). The 1955 15-minute USGS Cucamonga map shows the Boulder 
Dam-Los Angeles power transmission lines (P36-007694) crossing the locations of the San 
Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) and Hillside Basin project areas (USGS 1955a). The 
USGS 15-minute USGS San Bernardino, California topographic quadrangle maps from the early 
twentieth century also do not show any structures within Zone 1 project areas (USGS 1901, 
1929a, 1947). The 1955 15-minute USGS San Bernardino map shows a levee corresponding 
with the central northwest-southeast levee at the Etiwanda Debris Basin project area (USGS 
1955b).   
 
The Historic Property Data File for San Bernardino County does not contain any additional 
CRHR- or NRHP-eligible or listed cultural resources within the records search radius for Zone 1 
facilities (Office of Historic Preservation 2013).  
 
Zone 2. Results of the records search indicate that, between 1976 and 2013, 113 cultural 
resources investigations were conducted within a 1-mile radius of the facilities within Zone 2. 
Eight of the studies included portions of one or more of the project areas. The remaining 105 
cultural resources surveys ranged in distance from adjacent to 0.95 mile (1.5 kilometers) from 
project areas. Details of all investigations that took place within any of the Zone 2 project areas 
are provided below in Table 13.   
 
The records search results also show that 65 cultural resources have been previously 
documented within 1 mile of the project areas in Zone 2. Sixty-three of these are historic-
period, and two are multi-component sites. Historic-period resources consist of 12 houses, 7 
non-residential buildings or groups of buildings, 3 residential sites, 7 building foundations, 4 
sites comprising irrigation features, 7 water conveyance features, 3 refuse scatters or deposits, 
4 roads, 2 rock features, 1 kiln, 1 gravel pit, 1 railroad spur, 1 flood control feature, 1 concrete 
trough, 1 well, 1 school site, 1 utility pole line, 1 Japanese petroglyph site, 1 animal bone 
deposit, and 4 isolated finds. One of the multi-component sites consists of a historic-period 
Native American cemetery and a prehistoric artifact scatter. The other multi-component site 
contains prehistoric bedrock milling features along with prehistoric and historic-period artifact 
scatters.  
 
Two of the 65 cultural resources that have been previously recorded within the records search 
radius are within or in proximity to Zone 2 project areas. P36-006545, a mortared-stone 
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channel known as the Highland Canal, crosses from northwest to southeast through the middle 
of the Little Sand Canyon Basin project area, and passes along the southern boundary of the 
Sand Canyon Basin project area (Sutton 1990). Two concrete and mortared stone flood control 
features of site P36-006354 are located adjacent to the west boundaries of Devil Canyon Dam 
Basin Number 1 and Devil Basin Number 2 (Schmidt et al. 1990). The remaining 63 cultural 
resources are located at distances of 0.5 to 1 mile (80 meters to 1.6 kilometers) from any of the 
facilities within Zone 2.  
  
Three cultural resources that have been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP and 
the CRHR have been previously recorded with the Zone 2 records search radius. The Patton 
State Hospital Historic District (P36-017699) is located 0.75 mile (1.2 kilometers) southeast of 
the Sand Canyon Basin project area (Tearnan and Urbas 1996). The U.S. Forest Service Del 
Rosa Administrative Complex (P36-010570) is located 0.1 mile (160 meters) west of the Daley 
Basin project area, and 0.45 mile (720 meters) east of the Harrison Basin project area 
(Hatheway 2001). The California Department of Forestry San Bernardino Ranger Unit 
Headquarters (P36-013774) is located 0.45 mile (720 meters) southeast of the Little Mountain 
Dam project area (Thornton 1994).   
 
Table 13. Previous Investigations That Included All or Part of Zone 2 Project Areas 

Author(s) Report Title and Number Year Location Relative to  
Project Area  

Taylor, Thomas T. 

Archaeological Survey Report: 
Arrowhead-Calectric-Devil Canyon-
Shandin 115 kV Transmission Line 
Project, San Bernardino County, 
California. (NADB 1062034) 

1989 

Linear survey: crossed the west ends 
of the Devil Canyon Dam Basin No. 
1, Devil Basin No. 2, Devil Basin No. 
3, and Wiggins Basin No. 1 project 
areas 

Love, Bruce 
Archaeological Records Search Results, 
San Bernardino Vegetation Management 
Project. (NADB 1063117) 

1996 

Block survey: Included all of the 
Daley Basin, Sand Canyon Basin, and 
Little Sand Canyon Basin project 
areas, and included the northern 
two-thirds of the Brush Canyon Basin 
project area 

Brown, Joan C. 

Cultural Resource Reconnaissance of 
the Proposed Arrowhead Parkway 
Alignments Located in San Bernardino, 
California. (NADB 1064077) 

2003 
Linear survey: crossed middle, east 
and west boundaries of Twin Creek 
Spreading Grounds project area 

Dahdul, Miriam 

Historical/Archaeological Resources 
Survey Report: Single Family Residence 
Development, North End of San 
Bernardino, California. (NADB 1063997) 

2004 
Block survey: included all but the 
northeast tip of the Little Sand 
Canyon Basin project area 

Pigniolo, Andrew, and 
M. Baksh 

Cultural Resources Survey of Six Parcels 
Proposed for Fee-to-trust Transfer and 
Associated Development, San Manuel 
Reservation, San Bernardino County, 
California. (NADB 1063394) 

1999 Block survey: included all of the 
Sand Canyon Basin project area 

York, Andrew, and 
Christy Dolan 

Cultural Resource Inventory of Portions 
of the San Manuel Reservation, San 
Bernardino County, California. 
(NADB 1063443) 

1998 Block survey: included all of the 
Sand Canyon Basin project area 
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Author(s) Report Title and Number Year Location Relative to  
Project Area  

Sanka, Jennifer 

Cultural Resources Assessment: San 
Bernardino Redevelopment Project Area 
Merger-Area B Project, City of San 
Bernardino, San Bernardino County, 
California. (NADB 1066994) 

2011 
Block survey: Overlapped the 
southwest edge of the Little 
Mountain Dam project area 

Hogan, Michael, 
Bai Tang,  
Terri Jacquemain, 
Daniel Ballester, and 
Nina Gallardo 

Identification and Evaluation of Historic 
Properties: Cleanwater Factory Project, 
City of San Bernardino, San Bernardino 
County, California. (NADB 1067528) 

2012 
Block survey: Included most of the 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds 
project area 

 
The 1878 and 1907 U.S. General Land Office (USGLO) plat maps of Township 1 North, Range 4 
West of the San Bernardino Base and Meridian do not show any structures or historical land use 
in the vicinities of any of the Zone 2 project areas (USGLO 1878a, 1907b). Plat maps of 
Township 1 North, Range 3 West from 1878, 1906, and 1930 do not indicate any features 
within or near any Zone 2 facilities; however, the 1896 plat map shows a “Road” passing from 
northeast to southwest, just north of the Sand Canyon Basin project area (USGLO 1878b, 1896, 
1906b, 1930).  
 
USGS 15-minute San Bernardino, California topographic quadrangle maps from the early 20th 
century do not indicate any structures within the Devil Canyon Dam Basin Number 1, Devil 
Basin Number 2, Devil Basin Number 3, or Wiggins Basin Number 1 project areas. The 1955 
map shows a “Percolation Basin” in the Devil Basins location. The 1909 through 1946 San 
Bernardino maps show a large rectangular building in the center of the present location of 
MacQuiddy Basin Number 4. The 1955 map no longer includes the building, but dirt roads are 
shown surrounding the basin area, and the large rectangular reservoir that still exists 
immediately south of the basin is depicted. The San Bernardino maps also show a large building 
within the north half of the present location of Harrison Basin on the 1929 through 1946 
editions. By the 1955 edition of the map, the building is gone, and Harrison Basin is shown with 
a “Gaging Station” labeled. The present Twin Creek Spreading Grounds area is shown with 
north-south and east-west dirt roads criss-crossing it on the 1909 through 1946 San Bernardino 
topographic maps, but no spreading ground features are represented. Several north-south 
levees first appear, approximately delineating the present spreading grounds, on the 1955 
edition of the map. On the 1909 through 1946 San Bernardino maps, the area now occupied by 
Little Mountain Dam and its basin has a single dirt road from the southeast, forking into three 
roads, that continue toward the northwest. On the 1955 edition, the forked dirt roads are gone, 
Kendall Drive and 40th Street are shown, but there is no dam or basin. Those features first 
appear on the 1969 edition of the map (USGS 1909, 1929a, 1938, 1946, 1955b, 1969). The 
USGS 15-minute Redlands, California topographic quadrangle maps of 1924 through 1946 show 
a dirt road passing through the present Daley Basin area from north to south. The 1955 edition 
of the Redlands map shows, but does not label, the basin, and the road has been re-aligned to 
go around the east side. The “Debris Basin” is labeled, and levees are drawn, for the first time 
on the 1968 edition. At Little Sand Canyon Basin, a south-north dirt road is shown along the 
west side of the present basin area on the 1924 through 1946 Redlands maps. On the 1955 
Redlands map, the dirt road is still shown, and a “Flume” is also shown entering the basin area 
from the east, then turning south and flowing down through the basin area. The basin itself is 
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not represented (USGS 1924, 1929b, 1939b, 1946, 1955c, 1968). No other human-made 
features are shown on the USGS topographic quadrangle maps within any of the other Zone 2 
basins.     
 
The Historic Property Data File for San Bernardino County does not contain any additional 
CRHR- or NRHP-eligible or listed cultural resources within the Zone 2 records search radius 
(Office of Historic Preservation 2013).  
 
Zone 3. Results of the records search indicate that 111 cultural resources investigations have 
been conducted within a 1-mile radius of the Zone 3 facilities, between 1973 and 2013. Eleven 
of the studies included portions of one or more of the project areas. The remaining 100 cultural 
resources surveys ranged in distance from adjacent to 0.95 mile (1.5 kilometers) from project 
areas. Details of all investigations that took place within any of the project areas in Zone 3 are 
provided below in Table 14.   
 
The records search results also show that 46 cultural resources have been previously 
documented within 1 mile of the Zone 3 project areas. Thirty-six of these are historic-period, 
and 10 are prehistoric. Historic-period resources consist of two houses, one of which is the Casa 
Blanca Ranch house in Yucaipa; two non-residential buildings; two residential sites; one non-
residential building site; three foundations from unidentified buildings; three ranch or farm 
sites; four sites comprising irrigation features; six water conveyance features; four refuse 
scatters; three road segments; one grove of olive trees; one wooden post; the East Highlands 
Ranch; Patton State Hospital; the Boulder Park residential district in Highland; and one historic-
period isolated find (a car license plate and ceramic sherds). Prehistoric resources consist of 
four artifact scatters, three bedrock milling features, and three isolated finds (a granitic metate, 
an obsidian flake, and a granitic mano). Eight of the 46 previously recorded cultural resources 
are within or in proximity to Zone 3 project areas. Details of these resources are provided below 
in Table 15. The remaining 38 resources are located from 0.5 to 0.95 mile (80 meters to 1.5 
kilometers) from any of the Zone 3 project areas. 
  
Four cultural resources within the Zone 3 records search radius, including the Patton State 
Hospital Historic District in Highland, have been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP 
and the CRHR. In addition, two resources are eligible for CRHR listing. Details on all of these 
resources are provided below in Table 16.  
 
The 1878, 1896, 1906, and 1930 USGLO plat maps of Township 1 North, Range 3 West; the 
1858 plat map of Township 1 South, Range 2 West; the 1920 plat map of Township 1 South, 
Range 1 West; and the 1907 plat maps of Township 2 South, Range 1 West of the San 
Bernardino Base and Meridian do not show any human-made features or land uses in the 
vicinities of any of the Zone 3 project areas (USGLO 1858, 1878b, 1896, 1906b, 1907c, 1907d, 
1907e, 1920, 1930). USGS 15-minute Redlands, California topographic quadrangle maps from 
the early twentieth century do not indicate any structures within any Zone 3 project areas 
(USGS 1913, 1924, 1929b, 1939b, 1946, 1951). On the 1955 15-minute Redlands map, the 
area now occupied by Wilson Creek Basin Number 1 is labeled “Flood Control Basin”. The other 
Wilson Creek basins to the west are not shown (USGS 1955c). The 1964 edition of the map is 
the same, and the additional Wilson Creek basins west of Basin Number 1 first appear on the 
1968 map (USGS 1964, 1968). The 1955 15-minute Redlands map also shows an east-west 
levee south of Wildwood Canyon Road, at the present location of Wildwood Debris Basin and 
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Wildwood Basins Numbers 1 and 2 (USGS 1955c). No other features are shown within any of 
the other Zone 3 project areas on historical maps.   
 
The Historic Property Data File for San Bernardino County does not contain any additional 
CRHR- or NRHP-eligible or listed cultural resources within the records search radius for Zone 3 
facilities (Office of Historic Preservation 2013).  
 
Table 14. Previous Investigations That Included All or Part of Zone 3 Project Areas 

Author(s) Report Title and Number Year Location Relative to  
Project Area  

Sweetman, Eric B. David Graves—Special Use Permit.  
(NADB 1063478) 1985 

Block survey: overlapped a small 
portion of the middle of the Oak 
Creek Basin project area 

Scientific Resource 
Surveys, Inc. 

Cultural Resource Assessment of the 
San Gorgonio Pass Water Agency Water 
Importation Project, Riverside and San 
Bernardino Counties, California.  
(NADB 1062868) 

1993 
Linear and block survey: included all 
of the Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 
project area 

Hearn, Joseph E. 
Historical-Archaeological Resources 
Assessment of Approximately 25 Acres, 
Yucaipa Area. (NADB 1060477) 

1977 

Block survey: included all of the Oak 
Glen Creek Basin No. 1 project area; 
Included the south half of the Oak 
Glen Creek Basins Nos. 2 and 3 
project areas 

Hoover, Anna M., 
Kristie R. Blevins, 
William R. Gillean, 
and Hugh Wagner 

Phase I Archaeological and 
Paleontological Report on the Wilson 
Creek Property, APNs 321-411-008, 
321-371-005 through -011, 321-152-
012 through -026 and -030, 321-161-
012 and -043, 321-131-007 through -
015, 321-141-007 through -012, and 
321-311-003 through -005, -011 
through -015, and -017, 78.4 Acres 
Located in the City of Yucaipa, 
California. (NADB 1064844) 

2005 
Block survey: included all of the Oak 
Glen Creek Basins Nos. 1, 2, and 3 
project areas 

Irish, Leslie Response to Comments Provided for the 
Public Works Project. (NADB 1065676) 2006 

Block survey: included all of the Oak 
Glen Creek Basins Nos. 1, 2, and 3 
project areas  

Hogan, Michael 

Archaeological Monitoring of Earth-
Moving Operations: Oak Glen 
Creek/Wilson II Basin Project, City of 
Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, 
California. (NADB 1066418) 

2009 
Block survey: included all of the Oak 
Glen Creek Basins Nos. 1, 2, and 3 
project areas 

Lee, Christopher 
Cultural Resources Technical Report: 
Wildwood Creek, the City of Yucaipa. 
(NADB 1064836) 

2007 

Block survey: included most of the 
north halves of the Wildwood Debris 
Basin and Wildwood Basins Nos. 1 
and 2 project areas 
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Author(s) Report Title and Number Year Location Relative to  
Project Area  

Encarnacion, Deirdre 

Historical/Archaeological Resources 
Survey Report: Multipurpose Watershed 
Basin in Wildwood Creek, Assessor’s 
Parcel Number 1242-271-01, City of 
Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, 
California. (NADB 1065184) 

2006 

Block survey: included most of the 
north halves of the Wildwood Debris 
Basin and Wildwood Basins Nos. 1 
and 2 project areas 

Tang, Bai 

Addendum to 
Historical/Archaeological/Paleontological 
Resources Study Addition to the 
Wildwood Creek Multipurpose 
Watershed Basin Project, City of 
Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, 
California. (NADB 1066206) 

2008 

Block survey: included all of 
Wildwood Debris Basin and 
Wildwood Basins Nos. 1 and 2 
project areas 

Belcourt, Andrew 

Archaeological and Paleontological 
Monitoring Report: Wildwood Creek 
Basin Project, City of Yucaipa, San 
Bernardino County, California. 
(NADB 1066938) 

2011 

Block survey: included all of 
Wildwood Debris Basin and 
Wildwood Basins Nos. 1 and 2 
project areas 

San Bernardino 
County Museum 
Association 

Assessment of Resources, Wildwood 
Ranch Development, Wildwood Canyon, 
San Bernardino County, California. 
(NADB 1060247) 

1973 Block survey: Included the east half 
of Wildwood Basin No. 2 

 
Table 15. Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within or in proximity to Zone 3 
Project Areas 
Resource 
Number Description Location Relative to  

Project Area Reference 

P36-022623 Historic-period refuse scatter Within the Wildwood Basin No. 
1 project area 

Wilson 
DPR Record 
(2010) 

P36-022624 Prehistoric isolated find: 
Granitic mano 

Within the Wildwood Basin No. 
1 project area 

Wilson 
DPR Record 
(2010) 

P36-000911 Prehistoric artifact scatter 
Overlaps the southern 
boundary of the Oak Glen Creek 
Basin No. 1 project area 

Smith 
Archaeological Site 
Record 
(1971) 

P36-014993 Prehistoric isolated find: 
Obsidian flake 

Near the southeast corner of 
the Oak Glen Creek Basin No. 3 
project area 

Hogan 
DPR Record 
(2008) 

P36-006544 North Fork Canal 
(NRHP/CRHR eligible) 

Passes along the southwestern 
boundary of the Oak Creek 
Basin project area 

McKenna 
DPR Record 
(1993) 

P36-006547 City Creek Road Near the eastern boundary of 
the Dynamite Basin project area 

Sutton 
DPR Record 
(1990) 
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Resource 
Number Description Location Relative to  

Project Area Reference 

P36-024628 Road Near the eastern boundary of 
the Dynamite Basin project area 

Stanton 
DPR Record 
(2008) 

P36-006548 Farm site Near the eastern boundary of 
the Dynamite Basin project area 

Sutton 
DPR Record 
(1990) 

 
Table 16. NRHP and/or CRHR Eligible Cultural Resources within 1 Mile of Zone 3 
Project Areas 
Resource 
Number Description NRHP/CRHR 

Eligibility 
Location Relative 
to Project Area Reference 

P36-017699 Patton State Hospital 
Historic District NRHP and CRHR 

0.95 mile (1.5 
kilometers) 
southwest of the 
Small Canyon Dam 
project area 

Tearnan & Urbas 
District Record 
(1996) 

P36-015474 Boulder Park Historic District NRHP and CRHR 

0.7 mile (1.1 
kilometers) south of 
the Dynamite Basin 
project area; 
0.75 mile (1.2 
kilometers) 
southwest of the 
Cook Canyon Basin 
project area 

Snyder 
CALTRANS 
Architectural 
Inventory and 
Evaluation Record 
(1985) 

P36-006544 North Fork Canal NRHP and CRHR 

Passes near the 
southwest boundary 
of the Oak Creek 
Basin project area; 
0.25 mile (400 
meters) south of 
the Dynamite Basin 
project area;  
0.35 mile (560 
meters) west of the 
Cook Canyon Basin 
project area; 
0.75 mile (1.2 
kilometers) south of 
the Small Canyon 
Dam project area 

McKenna 
DPR Record 
(1993) 

P36-005526 Farm site NRHP and CRHR 

0.5 mile (800 
meters) southeast 
of the Oak Creek 
Basin project area 

Hampson et al. 
Archaeological Site 
Record 
(1987) 
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Resource 
Number Description NRHP/CRHR 

Eligibility 
Location Relative 
to Project Area Reference 

P36-026762 Casa Blanca Ranch house 
(Dunlap-Atwood House) CRHR 

0.5 mile (800 
meters) west of the 
Wilson Creek Basin 
No. 1 project area; 
0.6 mile (960 
meters) northeast 
of the Oak Glen 
Creek Basin No. 3 
project area 

Cotterman & 
Chandler 
DPR Record; 
Survey and 
Evaluation report 
(2012) 

P36-007051 East Highlands Ranch 
irrigation system CRHR 

0.05 mile (80 
meters) east of the 
Cook Canyon Basin 
project area 

Harper & Shattuck 
DPR Record 
(2003) 

 
6.2     Native American Heritage Commission Sacred Lands File Search 
 
A search of the Sacred Lands File was conducted by the NAHC in Sacramento, California. The 
search was requested to determine whether there are sensitive or sacred Native American 
resources in the vicinity of the project area that could be affected by the proposed project. The 
NAHC Sacred Lands File search failed to indicate the presence of Native American cultural 
resources in the immediate area of the Project APE.  The NAHC also provided ECORP with a list 
of seven Native American individuals and organizations that may have knowledge of cultural 
resources in the project area. Letters were sent to these seven Native American contacts to 
inform them of the proposed project and to request their input regarding the identification of 
potential effects to cultural resources, sacred lands, or other heritage sites within the project 
area. To date, one response, from the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (San Manuel), has 
been received.  The San Manuel state that they are not aware of any cultural resources in the 
project Study Area and that they have no concerns about the project. Additional responses, 
received after submission of this report, will be forwarded to the San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District. Copies of correspondence between ECORP, the NAHC, and Native American 
groups are provided in Appendix F. 
 
6.3 Field Survey Results  
 
As a result of the field surveys, 10 newly-recorded historic-period sites and three newly-
recorded historic-period isolated finds were identified and recorded, 10 previously recorded sites 
were field checked (5 historic-period, 4 prehistoric, and 1 unknown age), and 16 historic-period 
built environment features were recorded. No newly recorded prehistoric sites or isolated finds 
were identified within the Project APE. All resources are described below. 
 
6.3.1 Newly-Recorded Archaeological Sites 
 
A total of 10 newly recorded sites were identified within the Project Study Area.  These include 
four historic-period water control sites (FLOD-011, FLOD-012, FLOD-013, FLOD-020, FE-001, 
FE-004, and FE-005), one concrete retaining wall (FLOD-018), one concrete bridge abutment 
(FLOD-017), and one historic-period refuse deposit (FLOD-019).  No newly-recorded prehistoric 
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resources were identified within the Project Study Area. DPR records for newly-recorded sites 
can be found in Appendix C. 
 
FLOD-011. This site is a single, linear, flood control feature that consists of a rock wall 
composed of granite cobbles wrapped in steel wire mesh. This site is located within the Hillside 
Basin APE. There are six identifiable segments (A to F) that at one time composed a single wall 
intended to slow and/or divert flood water or heavy runoff during the historic use of the basin. 
The feature trends northwest to southeast for a total distance of approximately 384 feet and 
measures approximately 3 feet tall by 3 feet wide at its base.  The northern side of the wall is 
vertical while the southern side of the wall is built at an angle to support the north-facing side.  
Thus, the top of the wall is narrower than the base and measures approximately 2 feet wide. 
Individual wall segments measure as follows: Segment A is 36 feet long (northwest to 
southeast); Segment B is 17 feet long (northwest to southeast); Segment C is 68 feet long 
(northwest to southeast); Segment D is 34 feet long (northwest to southeast); Segment E is 71 
feet long (northwest to southeast); and Segment F is 34 feet long (northwest to southeast). 
 
FLOD-012.  This site is a single linear flood control feature consisting of two segments of a 
rock wall (A and B) and a small spillway.  This site is located within the Deer Creek Basin Survey 
Area, but is not located within the Project APE. These two wall segments are composed of 
granite cobbles wrapped in steel wire mesh that are divided by a formed concrete spillway. The 
feature is partially buried so that exposed areas measure between 2 and 5 feet in height and 
approximately 2 feet wide. The easternmost wall segment (Segment A) measures 35 feet long 
while the westernmost segment (Segment B) measures 120 feet long. The entire feature 
measures approximately 169 feet long (roughly east to west) and is built into the slope of an 
existing flood control channel.  The wall follows the contour of the landform in a semi-zig-zag 
pattern. ECORP archaeologists noted an extensive system of similar features (unrecorded) 
located outside of the Deer Creek Basin Survey Area.  These features were not recorded due to 
private property access restrictions.  Thus, this site is likely part of a larger system of water 
control features. 
 
FLOD-013. This is a historic-period flood control feature comprised of two components, a low 
lying wire wrapped rock wall and a cement formed water diversion structure. This site is located 
within the Deer Creek Basin Survey Area but is not within the Project APE. The wire wrapped 
wall has two concrete spillways on its top that each measure approximately 2 feet in length 
east-west. The overall length of the rock wall segment is 120 feet.  A formed concrete water 
diversion structure joins the rock wall on its western side. This structure contains two walls that 
form a channel allowing water to flow through north to south. This structure measures 15 feet 
east to west and 14 feet north to south and contains two vertical I-beams at its northern 
extent. ECORP archaeologists noted an extensive system of similar features (unrecorded) 
located outside of the Deer Creek Basin Survey Area. These features were not recorded due to 
private property access restrictions.  Thus, this site is likely part of a larger system of water 
control features.  
 
FLOD-017. This site is located within the Cook Canyon Basin APE. This site consists of a single 
historic-period bridge abutment located on the north side of Cook Canyon above a large 
drainage. The abutment is built into the steep slope of the canyon and is made of formed 
concrete measuring approximately 17 feet long (east to west) and approximately 4 feet tall.  It 
should be noted that there is no matching abutment located on the south side of the canyon. 
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FLOD-018. This site is located within the Oak Creek Basin Survey Area, but is not located 
within the Project APE. The site consists of a historic-period wall or foundation segment made 
of native rock and concrete mortar. The top of the wall is capped with concrete and portions of 
the wall caps have been inscribed with initials and numbers, possibly dates. The first grouping 
reads, “E.H.O.C. 5 2 576,” and the second grouping appears to be “194S” (but is likely “1945”) 
with initials “EM” repeated in two locations around the number. The feature is situated upslope 
in the northern bank of the Oak Creek bed and portions remain buried or obscured by 
vegetation. The visible segment measures approximately 15 feet, 7 inches long (north-south), 
1.5 feet wide (east-west) and approximately 2 feet tall. The feature does not appear to relate to 
flood control or water conveyance within the basin. However, it likely relates to the historic use 
of the greater Oak Creek flood area.    
 
FLOD-019. This site is partially located within the Oak Glen Creek Basin No. 1 APE. The 
remainder of the site falls outside of the Project Study Area. Due to property access restrictions, 
only the portion of this site overlapping the project area was recorded in full. The recorded 
portion of this site consists of a single historic-period amber glass bottle base. This artifact is 
made of heavy glass with a large gas blister, no stippling, and two faint basal scars.  Embossed 
on the bottom is a faint U or C and a partial side seam extends less than one inch up from the 
heel, but vanishes quickly. The diameter of the base measures 3 inches.  Various historic-period 
cans and glass fragments were noted outside of the project area, to the north of the survey 
boundary.  ECORP archaeologists observed, from the northern edge of the survey area, 
approximately 50 cans, a few sherds of white glaze ceramic, 1 piece of aqua glass, and at least 
1 matchstick filler can. These were about one meter from the bottle base.  
 
FLOD-020. This site is located within Oak Glen Creek Basin No. 2 APE.  This is a historic-period 
flood control feature consisting of three components.  The main constituent is a small formed 
concrete box that is set into the hillside with steel riveted pipe protruding out and to the south 
(downhill).  The second and third components are two concrete pipe segments; one is upright 
and in-situ; and one is prone that has likely fallen out of place. These two concrete pipes may 
have served as support structures for the steel pipe noted above. 
  
FE-001. This site is located within the Harrison Basin APE and consists of a historic-period flood 
control feature containing a water retention basin, a small brick vault to the south of the basin, 
and a sparse historic-period refuse scatter. The main basin is constructed of over-poured 
concrete with vegetation and dirt lining the interior floor.  A metal pipe ladder is located on the 
southern interior wall.  The basin measures 20 feet, 4.5 inches east-west by 18 feet, 2.5 inches 
north-south with an interior depth of approximately 7 feet, 10 inches.  The floor is covered with 
dirt and vegetation so the true depth of the feature is unknown. Two 4-inch diameter pipes are 
located along the southern wall. The easternmost of these two pipes extends through the wall 
approximately 19 inches above ground.  A small vault constructed of red brick and concrete is 
attached to the larger basin via 4-inch diameter steel pipe.  This pipe rests on the northern wall 
of the brick vault.  The interior of this brick vault is lined with concrete.  A small 1-foot wide 
spillway extends south from the southeast corner of the vault.  The feature measures 4 feet, 3 
inches square.   
  
Four historic-period artifacts are located within the recorded site boundary. These include a 
sun-colored amethyst (SCA) glass jar rim fragment, an SCA glass fragment with a prominent 
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gas blister, a green-glazed ceramic fiesta ware plate fragment, and a white-glazed ceramic 
fragment.  
 
FE-004.  This site is a historic-period flood control feature located in the high-volume north-to- 
south flowing Deer Creek wash.  This site is located in the Deer Creek Dam APE. This single 
feature, historic-period site contains one large flood control feature consisting of a concrete 
spillway with large concrete channels attached to the east and west ends. In the eastern 
channel, a wooden gate hangs from steel beams. The western channel has no wooden gate, 
but contains similar steel mounts indicating there may have once been a wooden gate. The 
gate on the east side of the feature is composed of several large boards fastened by two metal 
bands.  Bands are connected to steel beams on top of the concrete channel walls.  The boards 
of this gate are blown out and appear to have been struck by large rocks from the north end. 
The western channel walls appear to have identical steel beams on top that most likely 
connected to a similar, if not identical, wooden gate in the past. 
 
At the northwest corner of the western channel attached to the main spillway is a third, 
detached channel.  This component consists of remnants of two parallel over-poured concrete 
walls trending north to south for approximately 35 feet and turning northeast to southwest for 
an additional 35 feet.  These walls are spaced approximately 20 feet apart.     
  
The spillway measures 50 feet wide (east to west) and has approximately 50 railroad track or I-
beams embedded in the concrete running north to south. The area south of the spillway 
contains large rocks encased in concrete.  No forms have been used for this concrete and the 
edge of this area is rough and irregular. The walls on either side of the spillway are constructed 
of over-poured concrete. These walls are around 20 feet in height. 
 
ECORP archaeologists noted an extensive system of similar features (unrecorded) located 
outside of the Project APE.  These features were not recorded due to private property access 
restrictions.  This site is likely part of a larger system of water control features associated with 
Deer Creek. 
 
FE-005. This site consists of a single feature located in the Deer Creek Dam APE. This site 
contains a series of north-south trending terraced concrete slabs set on top of wire-wrapped 
cobbles. The recorded portion of the feature measures 41 feet north to south and 19.5 feet east 
to west. Slabs average approximately 5 inches thick. Remnants of north south trending walls 
are at the east and west edge of feature with exposed rebar protruding. This feature continues 
to the south for an indefinite length but due to a limited survey area was not recorded in its 
entirety. ECORP archaeologists noted an extensive system of similar features (unrecorded) 
located outside of the Project APE. These features were not recorded due to private property 
access restrictions. This site is likely part of a larger system of water control features associated 
with Deer Creek. 
 
6.3.2 Newly-Recorded Isolated Finds 
 
As a result of the field survey, three isolated finds were identified and recorded. All three 
isolated finds are historic in age.  No prehistoric isolated finds were noted. DPR Records for 
these finds can be found in Appendix C. 
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FLOD-015-I. This historic-period isolate consists of one colorless glass bottle base measuring 
3 inches in diameter. The base embossed with a Ball Brother’s Glass Manufacturing Company 
maker’s mark, and NOT TO BE REFILLED embossed on the heel. The base is covered with light 
stippling consistent with 1940s-1950s bottle stippling. This isolate is located within the Brush 
Canyon APE. 
 
FLOD-016-I. This historic-period isolate consists of two shards of sun-colored amethyst (SCA) 
glass. The first shard is a rim fragment from a small measuring cup. The shard is embossed 
with OZ just below the rim. The second shard is located approximately 15 meters south of the 
first. This shard is unmarked. FLOD-016-I is located within the Twin Creek APE. 
 
FE-002-I. This historic-period isolate consists of a single fragment of SCA glass located within 
the Little Mountain Dam APE. 
 
6.3.3 Previously-Recorded Archaeological Sites 
 
A total of 10 previously recorded resources were wholly or partially located within the Project 
APE.  These include one historic-period transmission line (P36-007694), two historic-period 
water transport/control features (P36-006255 and P36-006545), one historic-period residential 
complex (P36-013740), one historic-period refuse deposit (P36-022623), one prehistoric 
occupation site (P36-000895), one prehistoric artifact scatter (P36-000911), two prehistoric 
isolated finds (P36-014993 and P36-022624), and one linear feature with no associated record 
or information (PSBR-2H). DPR records for previously recorded resources can be found in 
Appendix D. 
 
P36-000895 is a prehistoric occupation site located within the Hillside Basin APE and 
determined to be eligible for the NRHP by the Keeper of the NRHP in 1980 (Seidel 1991). This 
site was originally recorded by N. Leonard in August of 1975 (Leonard 1975).  The 1975 record 
lists cultural constituents observed within the recorded site boundary as several roasting pits 
noted in a trench, two reported metate fragments, one mano and five flakes.  A spring was also 
noted along the western margin of the site.  This site was revisited in March of 1976 by P. 
Martz who excavated four 1 x 2 meter test units.  Martz noted that the roasting pits were no 
longer visible, and had either been destroyed or were covered with tons of boulders and debris. 
The 1976 record also noted a surface deposit of lithic debitage and tools (Martz 1976). 
  
During the current surveys, ECORP archaeologists found no evidence of the site at its originally 
mapped location.  This site may be obscured by heavy vegetation, but was likely destroyed 
during the construction of Hillside Basin in 1982.  A seep was observed within the Hillside Basin 
APE.  This seep is likely the same water source described in the original site record.   
 
P36-000911 is a prehistoric site located within Oak Glen Creek APE that was originally 
recorded by Gerald Smith in 1971.  According to the 1971 site record, constituents included 
multiple manos, multiple hammerstones, and one metate.  The record notes that these artifacts 
were collected and a later update by Smith indicates that the area had been developed into 
houses and graded streets (Smith 1971).   
 
During the current surveys, ECORP archaeologists field checked this site.  Despite intensive 
archaeological survey in the vicinity, no prehistoric resources were located.  Disturbances to the 
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area include graded roads, flood control basin maintenance, and heavy erosion from mountain 
run-off.  These developments likely destroyed the site. 
 
P36-006255, the Cucamonga spreading grounds, is a historic-period water control system 
constructed in the early 1930s.  The site was originally recorded in 1989 by Steve Hammond 
and Paula Sutton of Caltrans District 8. They were unable to record the site in full at that time 
due to a limited survey area/APE (right of way of the 210 freeway).  However, they did record 
16 water control features including two bridge-like water diversion structures (Features 1 and 
16), a water diversion structure (Feature 2), two concrete stand pipes (Features 3 and 8), a 
horizontal riveted steel pipe (Feature 4), wire-bound rock (Feature 5), eight water 
spreading/distribution gates (Features 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15), and a horizontal 
concrete pipe (Feature 10) (Hammond and Sutton 1989). P36-006255 was determined not 
eligible for the NRHP by the FHWA in 1990 (OHP 2004). In 2009, as part of the San Antonio 
Trails project, Michael Dice of Michael Brandman Associates updated this site to include 
additional features.  Dice noted 7 additional east-west trending, stream flow stabilizers of wire-
wrapped rock in the northernmost portion of the site (Dice 2009).  Although this site was 
previously determined not eligible for the NRHP, Dice (2009) noted that it was not evaluated for 
local listing using CRHR eligibility criteria. 
       
ECORP archaeologists visited the portion of P36-006255 that crosses the Cucamonga Dam APE 
as part of the current project.  The site was not field checked in full due to private property 
access restrictions. During this visit, ECORP archaeologists noted an additional 5 newly-recorded 
features within the site (labeled Features 17 to 21).   
 
Feature 17 is a water diversion structure, likely a sluice gate support structure. This feature is 
constructed of two concrete walls that form a channel.   Each wall has outward facing granite 
cobbles for support.   Three steel I-beams span the channel between the concrete walls.  The 
eastern end of the feature has metal framework that holds a vertical wall of wood planks.  
Feature 17 measures 18.5 feet east to west, 21.5 feet north to south and has a depth of 6.5 
feet. Horizontal I-beams are faintly stamped CARNEGIE C USA.  Vertical I-beams are stamped 
BETHLEHEM USA.   
 
Feature 18 is a water diversion structure, likely a sluice gate support structure. This feature is 
constructed of two concrete walls that form a channel.   Each wall has outward facing granite 
cobbles for support.   Five steel I-beams span the channel between the concrete walls.  A four-
sided concrete containment area, measuring 6 feet square, is attached to the southwest portion 
of this feature. This containment area has three metal openings that let water into the main 
feature.  No markings were observed on Feature 18.  Overall feature measurements are 49 feet 
north to south by 22.5 feet east to west.   
 
Feature 19 is a water diversion structure, likely a sluice gate support structure. This feature is 
constructed of two concrete walls that form a channel.   Each wall has outward facing granite 
cobbles for support.   Two short steel I-beams span the channel between the walls.  No 
concrete floor, wood planks, granite cobbles or manufacturer markings were observed.  This 
feature measures 22 feet northwest to southeast by 8 feet southwest to northeast.   
 
Feature 20 is a steel retaining wall made of heavy steel mesh grate and concrete slurry.  The 
steel mesh is held in place by vertical and horizontal sections of roughly-cut railroad track.  The 
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horizontal section of railroad track is marked CARNAGIE 1905 ET.  One vertical rail section is 
marked EV STEEL XD.  This feature measures 21.5 feet in length (north to south) and 5.5 feet 
in height. 
 
Feature 21 is an east-west trending low-laying retaining wall composed of granitic cobbles that 
are bound in a wire net.  This wall has an overall length of 39 feet (east to west) and an 
average width of 2 feet.  
 
P36-006545 is also known as the Highland Canal, a historic canal several miles long that was 
originally recorded by Caltrans District 8 in March of 1990.  This site crossed a portion of the 
Little Sand Canyon APE.  The 1990 record notes that the canal was in poor condition due to 
modifications that occurred in the 1940s.  A portion of the canal had been replaced with a pipe 
and the canal was no longer functioning.  Caltrans archaeologists recorded a siphon or concrete 
pipe, an open conduit or exposed rubble masonry, a poured concrete division box with three 
openings, a covered conduit, and a diversion gate as part of the canal site (Sutton 1990). 
 
Only a small portion of this site is located within the current Project APE.  Thus, ECORP 
archaeologists visited just a small portion of the Highland Canal while conducting surveys for 
this project.  ECORP archaeologist found no remnants of the Highland Canal or any associated 
features within the boundaries of the Little Sand Canyon Basin.  This portion of the site was 
likely destroyed during the construction of the basin. 
 
P36-007694 is the Boulder Dam – Los Angeles 287.5 kV Transmission Lines 1, 2, and 3.  A 
portion of this resource crosses both the San Antonio Heights and Hillside Basin APE sections. 
The site consists of three sets of electrical transmission lines mounted on metal towers. Two of 
the lines are owned and maintained by Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, the other 
line forms a part of the connector system of Lytle Creek Powerhouse No. 1 which is owned by 
Southern California Edison Company. The resource has been revisited several times between 
1993 and 2013 and each of the recordings is consistent with the original record. As of 1994, site 
CA-SBR-7689H/P36-007694, the Boulder Dam-Los Angeles 287.5 kV Transmission Line, was 
determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NHRP-E-94-001) (Hogan-Conrad 
2004). When ECORP archaeologists visited the two sections of this site that are located within 
the Project APE, they found them consistent with previous records. No towers are located within 
APE sections and the APE sections are crossed by wires only. 
 
P36-013740 is a historic-period residential complex originally recorded in February of 1991 by 
Mckenna et al. This site is located within the Etiwanda Debris Basin APE. The 1991 record notes 
the remains of at least four structures, a trough, work areas, refuse scatters, tree breaks and 
retaining walls (McKenna 1991).  This site was revisited by Greenwood and Associates in 1993 
who noted the car bodies had been removed per San Bernardino County Flood Control District; 
modern trash was found within the survey area, but the site was otherwise consistent with the 
original record.  Greenwood and Associates noted disturbances including the creation of the 
western berm of the spreading grounds, which may have covered or moved trash deposits in 
the easternmost portion of the recorded site boundary (Landis et al. 1993).  Archaeologists 
from Michael Brandman Associates revisited this site in 2003 and noted two loci and six features 
at this site.  Locus A consists of a cobblestone foundation, a Eucalyptus wind break, a 
cobblestone wall, a cobblestone foundation, a cobblestone structure foundation, and a concrete 
foundation.  Locus B contains a cobblestone foundation, a cobblestone/concrete foundation, a 
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concrete trough, a cobblestone wall, and a small cobble wall enclosure (Dice 2012). Michael 
Brandman Associates revisited and updated this site again in 2012 and noted that features had 
been further disturbed by paintball and dirt bike activities.  Furthermore this update noted that 
the ruins had been used as a homeless habitation. 
 
ECORP archeologist visited the northeasternmost portion of this site’s recorded boundary during 
the current survey project.  Despite intensive pedestrian survey, archaeologists found no 
remnants of this site or any associated features within the boundaries of the Etiwanda Debris 
Basin.   
 
P36-014993 is an isolated prehistoric primary obsidian flake. Originally recorded in 2008 by 
CRM TECH, this obsidian flake was found during cultural monitoring of earth moving 
construction activity for the Oak Glen Creek Basin (Hogan 2008).   
 
ECORP archaeologists visited this area as part of the current survey project.  Despite intensive 
survey, no cultural resources were observed near the original isolate location. Disturbances 
include heavily landscaped and graded slopes from county flood control basin maintenance and 
applied concrete/rip rap with earthen berms.   
 
P36-022623 is a historic-period refuse deposit that was originally recorded by LSA Associates, 
Inc. in 2010 during construction monitoring of Wildwood Basin B.  When discovered, this site 
consisted of 50 glass shards, rusted sheet metal fragments, a rusted spring, one automobile 
screw jack, transfer print ceramics, a marble fragment, a church key can lid, sanitary can 
fragments, and a painted ceramic tile fragment (Belcourt 2011). 
 
ECORP archaeologists visited this area as part of the current project.  Despite intensive 
searching, no cultural resources were located in the vicinity of this site.  The original location of 
the site has been heavily graded and landscaped as part of the County’s maintenance and 
improvement of the Wildwood debris basin.    
 
P36-022624 is an isolated prehistoric-period granitic mano with unifacial wear originally found 
and collected by LSA Associates Inc. in 2010 during construction of Wildwood Basin B.  Due to 
soil disturbance caused by construction activity, the original location of the mano is unknown 
(Wilson 2010). 
 
ECORP archaeologists revisited the area as part of the current survey project.  Due to the 
collection during monitoring by LSA Associates Inc., the isolate was not relocated. This area has 
been highly disturbed by construction activity related to landscaping and maintenance of the 
Wildwood Debris Basins, including the application of concrete and rip-rap over the isolate’s 
original location. No other cultural resources were observed in the vicinity.   
 
PSBR-2H is a linear feature noted on historic-age maps that has no associated record or 
additional information. This resource was mapped as crossing the Rich Basin APE. When ECORP 
archaeologists surveyed this basin, no evidence of cultural resources or historical features were 
observed. This area has been heavily disturbed by heavy grading and basin maintenance. The 
areas adjacent to the basin’s APE have also been largely developed with residential housing and 
paved streets.    
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6.3.4 Newly Recorded Built Environment Resources 
 
Of the 36 flood control facilities visited during the current project, 16 were constructed in the 
historic period between 1930 and 1964  These include the San Antonio Heights Basin, Etiwanda 
Debris Basin, Rich Basin, Devil Canyon Dam, Devil Basin No. 2, Devil Basin No. 3, Wiggins Basin 
No. 1, Little Mountain Dam, MacQuiddy Basin, Twin Creek Spreading Grounds, Brush Canyon 
Basin, Harrison Basin, Daley Basin, Small Canyon Dam, Dynamite Basin, and Wilson Creek Basin 
No. 1.  The remaining 20 flood control facilities are all modern in age and were constructed 
after 1964.  Descriptions of the 16 historic-period flood control features are included below. 
DPR 523 Records for built environment resources can be found in Appendix E. 
 
San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) (1962, 1971). This facility is located at an 
elevation of 2,240 feet in the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains, in the community of San 
Antonio Heights. The basin measures approximately 340 feet (north-south) by 200 feet (east-
west). The earth dam that forms the basin was completed in 1962, near the mouth of Frankish 
Canyon. Prior to that, no flood control facility had existed at the location (NETR 1938a, 1954, 
1959a; San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1960a, 1960b). In the early 1970s, the 
concrete spillway and outflow riser were added (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
1971). The basin is surrounded by chaparral-covered ridges and widely scattered residences. It 
is reached by an unpaved access road from West Euclid Crescent. The NRHP-eligible Boulder 
Dam-Los Angeles power transmission lines (P36-007694) cross over the basin from east to 
west, but no power line towers are within or adjacent to the facility. The only historic-age 
feature is the dam. 
 
Dam and spillway. The basin is formed by an earth dam that spans the mouth of the canyon. 
The dam is approximately 170 feet long, from northwest to southeast. It is approximately 100 
feet wide at its base, 20 to 25 feet wide at its crest, and 20 feet high. The northwest end of the 
dam is occupied by a concrete spillway that is 65 feet wide at its widest point and 135 feet 
long. The crest of the spillway is 5 to 6 feet lower than the top of the dam. The spillway, which 
was added to the dam in the early 1970s, is made of coarse concrete with locally procured 
granitic boulders, measuring up to 2 feet across, embedded in it.  
 
Outflow riser. Approximately 45 feet northeast of the upstream end of the spillway, an outflow 
riser stands in the bottom of the basin. The riser is made from a 3-foot-diameter corrugated 
steel pipe, and is 16 feet 6 inches high. It has narrow vertical slots in its sides, and the open 
top is covered with a steel-mesh trash rack. A depth gage in 1-foot increments is painted on the 
side. Flood Control District records indicate that the outflow riser was an early 1970s addition to 
the basin.  
 
Etiwanda Debris Basin (1949, 1962, 1975, 1980, 2005-2007). This facility is located 
near the city of Rancho Cucamonga at an elevation of 1,620 feet. Access is via an unpaved 
segment of Wilson Avenue/24th Street that runs along the southern boundary of the site. Aerial 
photography indicates that no flood control facility existed at the location in 1938 (NETR 
1938b). A levee along the southern boundary, and culverts to allow the flow of water under an 
access road and under Wilson Avenue/24th Street, were constructed around 1949 (San 
Bernardino Flood Control District 1949). In 1962, levees forming the present west wing of the 
basin, with lower east-west cross berms in between, were constructed (San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District 1962a). An additional levee was added, within the southern part of the 
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basin, in 1980 (San Bernardino Flood Control District 1980a). The interior cross berms were 
replaced with a zigzag pattern of dikes with basins in between in 1980 (San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District 1980a). Between 2005 and 2007, the zigzag dikes were removed. In 
addition, the entire east wing of the facility was added, the existing levees of the original west 
wing were enlarged, and most of the features that exist today were constructed (Google Earth 
2005, 2007a). The facility is mostly surrounded by undeveloped land, but recently constructed 
residential developments are located nearby to the east, west, and south. An unpaved segment 
of Wilson Avenue/24th Street borders the southern boundary and additional basins are located 
to the south.   
 
The original west wing of the facility measures approximately 4,650 feet (northwest-southeast) 
by 1,725 feet (east-west) at its widest point, along the southern boundary. The east wing of the 
facility, which was constructed between 2005 and 2007, is not a part of the site. The basin is 
formed by several high, wide, north-south-trending and east-west levees, all of which were built 
or re-built between 2005 and 2007. A concrete spillway and channel in the southeast corner, 
also built between 2005 and 2007, carries water away from the basin. A modern outflow riser 
stands near the upstream end of the spillway. The Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee and four 
culverts are the only remaining historic-age features within the site.  
 
Levee. The east-west levee along which Wilson Avenue/24th Street runs is approximately 100 
feet wide at its base, 25 feet wide at its crest, and 10 to 12 feet high. Two single culverts and 
one double culvert allow water to flow under the levee to basins located to the south. 
 
Culvert 1. This feature is located approximately 230 feet east of the southwest corner of the 
site. It is a rusted steel corrugated pipe approximately 5 feet, 8 inches in diameter that runs 
east-west under an unpaved access road just north of Wilson Avenue/24th Street. The pipe is 
approximately 60 feet long, and is slightly crushed into an elliptical shape. The culvert consists 
only of the steel pipe, and does not have a header wall. 
 
Culvert 2. This culvert is located about 90 feet east of Culvert 1. The concrete culvert is 
approximately 50 feet long, and passes south under the Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee. The 
north end has a concrete header with sloping walls that is 12 feet wide and 7 feet high. Within 
the header, the outer, square walls of the culvert project 2 feet toward the north. The rounded 
interior of the culvert is 4 feet, 10 inches in diameter, and has a slightly V-shaped bottom. A 
concrete apron extends 10 feet to the north. The sides of the apron have ruins of mortared 
cobble wing walls that have collapsed. The concrete header and culvert interior have horizontal 
impressions from form boards that were used to hold the concrete in place while it cured. The 
southern end of the culvert, on the south side of the Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee, has a 
concrete header with slightly flared wing walls that extend 12 feet south.  
 
Culvert 3. Culvert 3 is located at the base of the Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee, 20 feet east 
of Culvert 2. It is constructed with the same design, materials, and dimensions as Culvert 2. 
 
Culvert 4. This feature is a double culvert, located approximately 750 feet east of Culvert 3, and 
620 feet west of the southeast corner of the site. The two tunnels, which are separated by 6 
feet, travel approximately 40 feet under Wilson Avenue/24th Street, and share single headers on 
both the north and south ends. The design is similar to Culverts 2 and 3, with rounded interiors 
4 feet, 8 inches in diameter, slightly V-shaped bottoms, a concrete apron extending to the 
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north, and horizontal form board impressions in the concrete. The square outer walls of the 
culverts project 2 feet to the north from the header, which is approximately 20 feet wide and 7 
feet high. Sloping wing walls project northward from the east and west ends of the header, and 
a concrete slope projects north, filling the gap between the culverts, at the same angle as the 
wing walls. Steel slide-gate rails are mounted on the wing walls and the center slope, but the 
gates have been removed. The east end of the header has a concrete retaining wall extending 
15 feet to the north, then turning east for 7 feet. The corner forms a platform measuring 8 feet 
by 3 feet, 6 inches, with 0.5-inch threaded steel studs embedded. A deep vertical slot, 
measuring 3.25 inches wide and 2.5 inches deep, is in the north-facing side of the corner. The 
wall has a railing on top made of three vertical galvanized steel pipes with a steel cable 
stretched in between. A bench mark with “M.W.D.B.M.R.F. 32B” and “1989” stamped in it has 
been set into the top of the wall near the corner.  
 
The south end of the double culvert, on the south side of the Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee, 
has a concrete header with three slightly flared wing walls that slope down to ground level. The 
wing walls have squared-off ends, but the one in the center has been extended 2 feet 6 inches 
with mortared cobbles. 
 
Rich Basin (1955, 1990-1994, 2006-2009). This facility is located near the northern 
boundary of the city of Fontana, at an elevation of 1,645 feet. Access is from Roadrunner Road. 
Aerial photography indicates that no flood control features existed at this location in 1938 
(NETR 1938c). San Bernardino County Flood Control District documentation indicates that the 
initial formation of a flood control basin took place in 1955 (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District n.d.). Aerial photography shows that in 1959, a levee existed along the southern 
boundary, but there were no spillways or channels. The same conditions existed in 1980 (NETR 
1959b, 1980a). The spillway, channel, and rip-rap at the southwest corner of the facility were 
built between 1990 and 1994. Most of the features that currently exist within the site, including 
levees, spillways, rip-rap, walls, channels, culverts, and outflow riser are modern, having been 
constructed or rebuilt between 1990 and 2009 (Google Earth 1994, 2006, 2009a; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 1990). Although the facility as it appears today is 
completely modern, its overall boundaries are approximately the same as it was historically. The 
site measures approximately 2,090 feet (east-west) by 1,035 feet (north-south) at its widest 
point. It is surrounded by recently constructed residential neighborhoods. The basin is formed 
by high, wide levees. A concrete inlet channel is at the northeast corner, and a concrete outflow 
spillway is at the southwest corner. Additional inlet spillways are near the northwest corner, to 
empty water from contiguous modern basins to the north. An outflow riser stands at the bottom 
of the basin near the outflow spillway. There are no remaining historic-period features.  
 
Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) (1930, 1959, 2004). This facility is located at an 
elevation of 1,635 feet near the foothills of the western San Bernardino Mountains, in the city of 
San Bernardino. Access to the site is by an unpaved road from nearby Devil Canyon Road. San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District documentation states that the basin was constructed 
in 1930 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d.). Aerial photography from 1938 
indicates that a levee had been built along the south side of the basin, and the rock-lined 
channel that connects Devil Basin No. 3 with Basin No. 1 existed. A 1959 aerial photograph 
shows that the levee had been extended along the west end of the basin, and a smaller levee 
had been built along the north edge (NETR 1938d, 1959c). The levees of Basin 1 were slightly 
re-aligned, re-shaped, and re-graded around 2004 (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
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District 2004a). The site measures approximately 2,655 feet (east-west) by 725 feet (north-
south). It is bordered by Devil Basin 2 to the north; Devil Canyon Creek and a late 20th century 
residential neighborhood to the west; Wiggins Basin No. 1 to the south; California State 
University, San Bernardino to the southeast; and Sweetwater Percolation Basin to the east. 
Historic-period features that remain within the site consist of the levees and an outflow culvert 
at the southeast corner. Near the inlet at the northwest corner of the site, a pair of parallel 
concrete retaining walls just outside the site boundary are features of previously recorded Site 
P36-006354.  
 
Levees. At its widest, the earth levee that forms the south, east, and west side of the facility is 
approximately 160 feet wide at its base and 45 feet wide at its crest. It is approximately 16 feet 
high, and has a graveled road along the top. The earth levee along the north boundary of the 
facility is approximately 100 feet wide at its base, 20 feet wide at its crest, and 6 to 8 feet high. 
A graveled road runs along the top. The levees were re-aligned, re-shaped, and re-graded 
around 2004. 
 
Outflow culvert. The outlet at the southeast corner of the basin has a header and wing walls 
made of mortared granitic boulders that measure up to 2 feet across. The header is 16 feet 
high, from the bottom of the basin to the crest of the levee. The main header wall is 15 feet 
wide, and the wing walls are 40 feet long, flaring and then curving outward, and sloping down 
from 14 feet high to 6 feet high. The steel outflow pipe is 2 feet, 1 inch in diameter, and is 
covered by a steel slide gate with steel side rails that extend up to the top of the levee. A round 
steel rod in the center, attached to the top of the gate, extends up to a platform with a steel 
railing. A mechanism on the platform has handles that are turned to raise and lower the gate. 
The gate is crusted with thick rust, but has embossing that reads, partially, “PAT APP 11 1911”, 
“LOS ANGELES CALIF.”, AND “TYPE L”. A modern depth gage has been bolted to the right 
(west) side of the steel framework.  
 
Inlet. An inlet channel is located in the southeast outer corner of the basin.  The inlet channel 
consists of three metal slide gates and an intermittent rock-lined channel that connects to the 
outflow culvert at the southeastern side of Devil Canyon Dam.  The channel averages 
approximately 14 feet wide by 3.5 feet deep.  Remnants of a granite rock wall are intermittent 
and primarily found on the eastern bank of the channel.  At the north end of the channel, a 
pipe, approximately 2 feet in diameter, extends from the outflow culvert under the dam and 
feeds into a small (10 feet wide by 20 feet long) catch basin.  At the southern end of this catch 
basin there is a granitic cobble wall with a metal slide gate.  At the southern end of the channel 
are two metal slide gates situated to the southeast and southwest that feed into metal culverts 
crossing below the east-west trending access road.   
 
P36-006354. A feature of previously recorded site P36-006354 is located a few yards west of 
the western site boundary. The feature consists of parallel concrete retaining walls, 20 feet 
apart, measuring 18 feet long and 3 feet 6 inches to 5 feet 6 inches high. Wing walls made of 
mortared granitic boulders flare, then curve outward, from the ends of the main walls. The west 
end of the southernmost wall has an elevated concrete platform measuring 8 feet by 4 feet, 
with a threaded steel stud embedded in the top, and a 3-inch-wide by 3-inch-deep steel-lined 
vertical slot in its north face. A lower, smaller platform is adjacent to the south side of the main 
platform. Each of the main concrete walls has two 18-inch steel I-beams embedded in them. 
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The beams have been cut off with a torch. These appear to have been supports for a bridge 
that spanned the gap between the walls.    
 
Devil Basin No. 2 (1930, 1940s-1950s, 1980-1995, 2004). This facility is located near 
the foothills of the western San Bernardino Mountains in the city of San Bernardino, at an 
elevation of 1,665 feet. Access is via an unpaved road from Devil Canyon Road. San Bernardino 
County Flood Control District documentation indicates that the facility was built in 1930 (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d.). An aerial photograph from 1938 shows that the 
southern levee of the main basin existed at that time. A channel, most likely of the same design 
and materials as the one that still exists within the main basin, can be seen approaching the 
levee from the north (NETR 1938). Recent re-grading has removed all traces of the channel 
from within the southern area. By 1959, the basin had been widened (NETR 1959). By 1959, a 
levee had been extended from Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) in the south, along the west 
end of Basin No. 2 (NETR 1938, 1959). Prior to that, the area south of the main basin most 
likely consisted only of a depression between the south levee of the main basin and the north 
levee of Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1). Between 1980 and 1995, clearing and grading was 
carried out within this area, and four wide, north-south cross berms were built up in the west 
portion of the area (NETR 1980; Google Earth 1995). All of the Devil basins were re-graded in 
2004 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2004a, 2004b). The facility measures 
approximately 2,500 feet (east-west) by 609 feet (north-south). It is bordered by undeveloped 
land to the north, Devil Canyon Creek and a late 20th century residential neighborhood to the 
west, Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) to the south, and Sweetwater Percolation Basin to the 
east. Remaining historic-period features consist of the levees along the north side and at the 
west end of the basin, and a mortared rock-lined channel that crosses the east end of the 
basin. 
 
Levees. An earthen levee defines the southern boundary of the main retention basin. It 
measures approximately 150 feet wide at its base, 35 feet wide at its crest, and 16 feet high. It 
has an unpaved access road on top. Narrower extensions curve to the north at the ends, 
forming levees at the east and west ends of the basin. This levee was re-graded in 2004 and 
appears to have been enlarged. A smaller levee, approximately 110 feet wide at its base and 20 
feet wide at its crest, runs east-west along the northern boundary of the facility.   
 
Outflow culvert. The outflow culvert near the southeast corner of the main levee could not be 
approached because of water, dense vegetation, and the steep slope. However, it is nearly 
identical in design, materials, and dimensions to the outflow culvert for Devil Canyon Dam 
(Basin No. 1). It has a header and wing walls made of mortared granitic boulders, and a steel 
slide gate with steel side rails that extend up to the top of the levee. A round steel rod in the 
center, attached to the top of the gate, extends up to a platform with a steel railing. A 
mechanism on the platform has a wheel that is turned to raise and lower the gate. A modern 
depth gage has been bolted to the left (east) side of the steel framework.    
 
Spillway and retaining wall. The northwest corner of the basin has a spillway that consists of a 
smooth concrete apron, sloping down and to the west to coarse concrete with cobbles and 
boulders embedded. A concrete retaining wall extends to the north from the north side of the 
spillway, then curves to the west. The wall slopes back at a 45-degree angle into the earth 
bank. It is 5 feet high near the spillway, and tapers down to 1 foot high at its west end.  
 



          
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 62                                                     June 2015 

Channel. A north-south-trending channel, lined with mortared granitic cobbles, crosses the west 
end of Devil Basin No. 2. The channel, which is visible on a 1938 aerial photograph (NETR 
1938), begins at the outflow culvert on the south edge of the main levee, and ends 525 feet 
south, near the east end of the Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) north levee. It appears to be 
abandoned now, but was once used to convey water from Devils Basin No. 2 to Devil Canyon 
Dam (Basin No. 1). The outlet of this basin, where the channel begins, is not visible because of 
dense vegetation. The channel varies from 3 to 10 feet in width, and from 1 foot 6 inches to 4 
feet in depth. It has vertical sides, and a flat bottom covered with unmortared cobbles. The 
sides are lined with mortared granitic cobbles. The remainder of the channel to the south has 
cobble lining only on the east side. At its southern end, the channel fades away and no longer 
connects to Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1). The walls are deteriorated, and the channel is 
partially choked with brush. A cross wall of mortared cobbles is located approximately 40 feet 
south of the north end of the channel. A steel slide gate with a steel framework is mounted on 
the cross wall. A vertical steel rod for raising and lowering the gate is attached to the gate and 
the framework. At the time of observation, the gate was lowered below the level of water, and 
could not be seen. The water was diverted out of the channel at that point, and was flowing 
west, into the main basin, where it percolated into the ground. 
 
Devil Basin No. 3 (1930, 2004). This facility is located near the foothills of the western San 
Bernardino Mountains in the city of San Bernardino, at an elevation of 1,720 feet. Access is via 
an unpaved road from Devil Canyon Road. San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
documentation indicates that the facility was built in 1930 (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District n.d.). An aerial photograph from 1938 shows that the southern levee, outlet channel to 
the south, and inlet channel to the north existed at that time (NETR 1938). All of the Devil 
basins were re-graded in 2004 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2004a, 2004b). 
The facility measures approximately 1,995 feet (east-west) by 570 feet (north-south). It is 
bordered by undeveloped land to the south and the north, Sweetwater Percolation Basin to the 
east, and Devil Canyon Creek and late-20th century residential development on the west. 
Historic-period features that remain consist of levees, an inflow culvert near the northwest 
corner of the facility, an inlet spillway near the southwest corner of the facility, and an outlet 
culvert near the southeast corner of the facility.  
 
Levees. An earthen levee runs along the southern boundary of Devil Basin No. 3.  It measures 
approximately 100 feet wide at its base, 47 feet wide at its crest, and 16 feet high. It has an 
unpaved access road on top. This levee was re-graded in 2004.  At this time, a cap of quartz 
gravel was likely placed on the levee crest. 
 
Outflow culvert. The outflow culvert near the southeast corner of Devil Basin No. 3 is nearly 
identical in design, materials, and dimensions to the outflow culvert for Devil Canyon Dam 
(Basin No. 1). It has a header and wing walls made of mortared granitic boulders, and a steel 
slide gate with steel side rails that extend up to the top of the levee. A round steel rod in the 
center, attached to the top of the gate, extends up to a platform with a steel railing. A 
mechanism on the platform has a wheel that is turned to raise and lower the gate. The slide 
gate is embossed with ARMCO. A modern depth gage has been bolted to the eastern wall of the 
outflow structure.    
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Spillway. The southwest corner of the basin has a spillway that consists of a coarse concrete 
with cobbles and boulders embedded apron, sloping down and to the west into the drainage 
channel for the creek. This spillway measures 45 feet wide by 33 feet long. 
 
Inflow culvert.  An unlined inflow channel runs southeast from the creek to the southwest 
corner of the basin. Two retaining walls form a gate at the location where the channel meets 
the basin.  The western retaining wall is composed of mortared granitic boulders with two steel 
I-beams embedded at its top.  The eastern retaining wall is composed of a smooth poured 
concrete wall (likely a later repair) flanked on both ends by a mortared boulder wall.  This wall 
also has two I-beams embedded in the wall’s top. The I-beams likely provided the structural 
support for a gate structure that is no longer preserved. Both retaining walls are approximately 
6 feet tall and measure approximately 30 feet long. A metal fence post with attached metal 
cable is located on the top of each retaining wall. 
 
Wiggins Basin No. 1 (1957, 2007-2009). This facility is located near the foothills of the 
western San Bernardino Mountains in the city of San Bernardino at an elevation of 1,590 feet. 
Aerial photography indicates that a levee existed in 1938 in approximately the position of the 
southern levee of the present-day facility (NETR 1938d). However, San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District documentation states that the facility was built in 1957 (San Bernardino 
County Flood Control  District n.d.). A 1959 aerial photograph confirms that, by that date, the 
basin was much as it is today, including its long concrete spillway (NETR 1959c). Between 2007 
and 2009, the southern levee was enlarged (Google Earth 2007b, 2009b). The site measures 
approximately 3,340 feet (northeast-southwest) by 920 feet (northwest-southeast). It is 
bordered by undeveloped land and Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) on the north; a late 20th 
century residential development on the south; percolation basins and California State University, 
San Bernardino on the east; and Devil Canyon Creek and a late 20th century residential 
neighborhood on the west. Historic-period features that still remain consist of levees, the 
spillway at the southwest corner of the site, and an outflow culvert and structure near the 
spillway. 
 
Levees. The earth levee along the southern boundary of the facility is approximately 120 feet 
wide at its base, 20 feet wide at its crest, and 25 feet high. It has an access road along the top, 
and the inner (north) slope has a coarse concrete lining with embedded cobbles. The present 
levee corresponds approximately with a levee that existed by 1938; however it was 
reconfigured when the facility was built in the late 1950s, and was enlarged again between 
2007 and 2009. The concrete lining on the inner slope appears to be of recent construction, and 
was probably also added between 2007 and 2009. The earth levee forming the northern 
boundary of the site is 40 to 50 feet wide at its base, and comes to a narrow crest. It does not 
have an access road on top, and is approximately 5 to 6 feet high. It is overgrown with 
vegetation, and appears to be unmodified. A low earth levee or berm with an unpaved access 
road on top traverses the middle of the basin from north to south. There are two steel pipe 
culverts near its center. Aerial photography shows that the berm and culverts were constructed 
between 1968 and 1980, and are not, therefore, historic-age features (NETR 1968, 1980b) 
 
Spillway. The spillway at the southwest corner of the basin is surfaced with smooth concrete. It 
slopes to the southwest into a wide concrete channel. Impressions are visible from plywood 
sheets used as forms while the concrete was curing. At its upper end, the spillway is 145 feet 
wide. Side retaining walls on either side of the spillway are approximately 18 feet high, and 
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have a chain-link fence on top. The walls curve outward at the upper end of the spillway, 
eventually blending into the concrete and cobble lining of the inner levee slope. The spillway 
gradually narrows as it continues nearly 800 feet southwest, to a width of 50 feet where it 
meets Kendall Drive at its end. A narrow flood control channel continues southwest from 
Kendall Drive.  
 
Outflow culvert and structure. The outlet is located in the inner levee slope, approximately 280 
feet northeast of the spillway. It has a header wall with impressions from sheets of plywood 
used to mold the curing concrete. The header measures 20 feet wide and 9 feet high. Its left 
(east) half has two concrete wing walls that flare out slightly, with a culvert in between. Each 
wing wall slopes from a height of 8 feet, to ground level at its end. A large steel rectangular 
slide gate covers the culvert and is mounted in steel side rails. A 3-inch-diameter rod attached 
to the center of the gate extends vertically to a raising and lowering mechanism on a platform 
approximately 25 feet above. The gate is embossed with “ARMCO”, “MFG BERKELEY CALIF”, 
“3618”, and “MODEL 30-05 48 x 48”, although it is actually 53 inches wide by 48 inches high. 
The platform is supported on a steel scaffold, of which the main members are steel I-beams. A 
narrow catwalk with an open-grid steel deck and a chain-link-fence railing leads from the top of 
the levee to the platform.  
 
Little Mountain Dam (1955). This facility is located adjacent to the east end of Shandin 
Hills, in the city of San Bernardino, at an elevation of 1,335 feet. Access is through locked gates 
on 40th Street and H Street. San Bernardino County Flood Control District documentation states 
that it was constructed in 1955 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d.). Aerial 
photography confirms that, by 1959, the dam, levees, and concrete inlet and spillway channels 
had been built (NETR 1959c). The site measures approximately 2,215 feet (east-west) by 1,385 
feet (north-south), and is surrounded by mid 20th century to early 21st century residential and 
commercial development. Historic-period features consist of the dam, levees, inlet channel, 
spillway, and outflow riser. 
 
Dam. The earth dam is located along the east side of the facility, and measures approximately 
650 feet long from north to south. It is approximately 140 to 170 feet wide at its base, 15 feet 
wide at its crest, and 25 feet high on the upstream side. A narrow unpaved access road runs 
along the top. The dam is faced on both the upstream and downstream slopes with loose 
granitic cobbles and small boulders. The spillway is in the southern half of the dam. 
 
Levees. Earth levees form the north, south, and west boundaries of the facility. They range in 
base width from approximately 115 to 160 feet, and in crest width from 15 to 45 feet. All of 
them have unpaved access roads on top. The levees are the same height as the dam, about 25 
feet above the basin floor.  
 
Inlet channel. An unlined inlet channel is located near the southwest corner of the basin, 
coming from under H Street. The channel is V-shaped, with a flat bottom, and is 40 feet wide. 
The sides are covered with rip-rap of boulders and broken concrete chunks. 
 
Spillway. The spillway is located in the southern half of the dam, at the east boundary of the 
site. It is 80 feet wide, and slopes steeply down toward the northeast for 200 feet, where it 
empties into a narrow concrete channel. The spillway has side retaining walls that are 
approximately 18 feet high in the center, and slope downward toward the ends. Impressions 
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from sheets of plywood that were used as forms are visible in the concrete. Chain-link fencing 
runs along the tops of the walls. The apron at the bottom of the spillway, before it joins the 
narrow channel, is covered with concrete baffle blocks to slow the flow of water. 
 
Outflow riser. Located approximately 125 feet northwest of the spillway, at the edge of the 
inner slope of the dam, the outflow riser consists of a 25-foot-high concrete tower with two 
large slide gates in its upstream (west) side. Impressions from plywood forms can be seen in 
the concrete. The entire upstream side of the tower is an open cage formed by a trash rack of 
vertical bars made of railroad track sections set 1 foot apart in the concrete. Inside, the two 
steel slide gates, measuring 53 inches wide by 48 inches high, have “ARMCO”, “MFG BERKELEY 
CALIF”, “3618”, and “MODEL 30-05 48 x 48” embossed. Each gate has a steel rod attached to 
its top that rises vertically to a platform holding the mechanisms for raising and lowering the 
gates. The platform, and the narrow catwalk connecting it to the top of the dam, have an open-
mesh steel deck and tubular steel handrails with chain-link fencing attached. Five pairs of round 
steel columns set in concrete footings support the platform and the catwalk. A depth gage in 1-
foot increments is attached to the north side of the tower. 
 
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 (1962, 1969). This facility is located at an elevation of 1,475 feet at 
the base of the western San Bernardino Mountains, in the city of San Bernardino. San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District documentation indicates that the levees, inlet, and 
spillway were built in 1962 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d., 1962b). Access 
to the basin, which is situated in the midst of a mid-twentieth century residential neighborhood, 
is by the inlet at the intersection of Hill Drive and Mayfield Avenue. The site measures 
approximately 1,350 feet (north-south) by 600 feet (east-west). Historic-period features consist 
of levees, the inlet and spillway, culverts, and a small grove of historic-age eucalyptus trees. 
The concrete outflow structure, which is located near the southwest corner of the basin, 130 
feet west of the spillway, was added in 1969 or later, and is not historic-age (San Bernardino 
County Flood Control District 1969). 
 
Levees. Earth levees ranging in width from approximately 70 to 90 feet at the base and from 30 
to 40 feet at the crest form the east, west, and south sides of the basin. At the highest point, at 
the south end of the basin, the levee is approximately 15 feet high. At the north side of the 
basin, the top of the levee is at the same level as the residential back yards bordering it. An 
unpaved access road runs along the top of all of the levees.  
 
Inlet. This feature is located at the northwest corner of the site. Water flowing downhill on Hill 
Drive and Mayfield Avenue is fed into a shallow, V-shaped, concrete channel that is 
approximately 45 feet wide. Smooth concrete with low concrete curbs changes to coarse 
concrete with embedded cobbles about 20 feet into the basin from the two streets. 
Approximately 40 feet farther southeast, the concrete ends and water drops into a deeper 
channel faced with coarse concrete, which becomes an unlined arroyo after another 50 feet.   
 
Spillway. The spillway, located in the southeast corner of the basin, is made of smooth concrete 
with sloping concrete retaining walls that are 6 feet high at their highest point and then taper 
down to ground level at their ends. It is 45 feet wide, and descends toward the southeast for 
approximately 150 feet, before curving to the east and continuing another 220 feet, where 
water is discharged onto Electric Avenue.  
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Culvert 1. This feature, located in approximately the center of the northern boundary of the 
facility, consists of a corrugated steel pipe with a concrete header. The header is 10 feet wide 
and 4 feet, 5 inches high. Impressions of plywood sheets that were used as forms for the curing 
concrete are visible. The pipe, which was originally approximately 3 feet, 9 inches in diameter, 
is partially crushed into an elliptical shape. An apron of cobbles set in coarse concrete extends 6 
feet to the south. 
 
Culvert 2. This culvert is located at the northeast corner of the facility, approximately 270 feet 
southeast of Culvert 1. It has the same design and materials as Culvert 1, except that the pipe 
is only 2 feet in diameter. 
 
Eucalyptus grove. A grove of eucalyptus trees that measures approximately 340 feet (northeast-
southwest) by 70 feet (northwest-southeast) is located in the northeast area of the site. There 
are nine large, mature trees, with numerous smaller trees in between. A rectangle of trees 
corresponding to this grove can be seen in aerial photographs from 1938 and 1959 (NETR 
1938d, 1959c). A San Bernardino County Flood Control District plan of the basin from 1962 
shows the trees, which are labeled “12-inch eucalyptus trees” (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 1962c). 
 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds (1939, 1941, 1954, 1960s). This facility is located at an 
elevation of 1,268 to 1,348 feet near the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains, in the city 
of San Bernardino. The spreading grounds, which measure approximately 5,540 feet (north-
south) by 1,520 feet (east-west), are bordered by mid-to late-twentieth century residential 
neighborhoods on the east, west, and south, and by additional spreading grounds on the north, 
across 40th Street. Access is through a gate on the west side of Harrison Street near its 
intersection with 33rd Street. An aerial photograph from 1938 indicates that berms existed for 
spreading grounds at that time; however, none of the present levees or other features existed 
yet (NETR 1938d). By 1959, levees corresponding with those that are currently there had been 
built, with cross berms in between (NETR 1959c). San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
plans indicate that, in 1939, an east-west dike and a northwest-southeast dike were built just 
north of Marshall Boulevard/27th Street (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1939). Six 
additional levees, along with an “east dike” and “west dike,” are shown on a plan from 1941. 
This plan also indicates that the 12-foot-wide, 6-foot-high levees on the east and west sides of 
the facility were to be replaced with 112-foot-wide, 16-foot-high levees (San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District 1941). Plans from 1954 are for the construction of cross walls 7 and 8, 
and an addition to cross wall 6 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1954). Cross walls 
(earth berms) 1 through 7 still exist. Aerial photography indicates that the concrete spillway 
near the southwest corner of the facility was not there in 1959, but had been built by 1968 
(NETR 1959c, 1968). Historic-age and possibly historic-age features within the site consist of 
the levees and cross berms, spillway, outflow riser, and two culverts. 
 
Levees. The earth levees forming the east, west, north, and south boundaries of the site are 
100 to 150 feet wide at the base, 15 to 55 feet wide at the crest, and approximately 20 feet 
high. The levee forming a dam at the south end of the spreading grounds is faced on its 
upstream (north) side with coarse concrete that has cobbles and boulders embedded. The dam 
has boulder rip-rap at the east and west ends.  
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Cross berms. The seven east-west earth cross berms that form eight basins within the 
spreading grounds range in width from approximately 120 to 200 feet, and are 8 to 10 feet 
high. 
 
Spillway. The spillway near the southwest corner of the facility, which was built between 1959 
and 1968, is made of smooth concrete with impressions from sheets of plywood that were used 
as forms when the concrete was curing. The spillway is 75 feet wide at its upstream (north) end 
on top of the levee/dam, and tapers into a narrow channel as it slopes down steeply to the 
south. Vertical concrete retaining walls 16 feet high with chain-link fencing on top are on either 
side of the spillway. The walls on either side of the south end of the spillway have recessed 
ledges with eight pairs of embedded threaded steel studs. These ledges appear to have been 
intended as footings for a bridge that was never built.  
 
Outflow riser. This structure, located 85 feet east of the spillway, at the base of the levee/dam, 
consists of a rectangular concrete column approximately 20 feet high, with a platform on top 
holding the mechanism by which the slide gate below is raised and lowered. The platform is 
connected to the top of the levee/dam by a narrow catwalk resting on two parallel steel I-
beams. The catwalk has a tubular steel handrail. The gate at the bottom of the riser is 
rectangular and is mounted on steel side rails. A 3-inch-diameter rod extends vertically to the 
platform above. The gate is 53 inches wide by 48 inches high, and has “ARMCO,” “MFG 
BERKELEY CALIF,” “3618,” and “MODEL 30-05 48 x 48” embossed. The outflow and gate have 
a concrete header with sloping, flared wing walls 15 feet long. The outflow has a trash rack 
constructed of thick round steel cross pieces holding rectangular bars. The lowest of the three 
round cross pieces is hinged in sockets so the lower third of the trash rack can be raised for 
maintenance access. 
 
Culvert 1. This feature is located near the northeast corner of the site, and allows for the flow 
of water under 40th Street into the northernmost basin of the spreading grounds. It has a 
concrete header 5 feet wide and 7 feet high, with flared, sloping wing walls 8 feet long. 
Horizontal form board impressions are visible in the concrete. The round culvert tunnel is 5 feet 
in diameter, and is also concrete with horizontal form board marks. The back side of the header 
and wing walls is constructed of mortared granitic cobbles. 
 
Culvert 2. This rectangular box culvert runs under 40th Street near the middle of the north 
boundary of the facility, approximately 760 feet west-northwest of Culvert 1. It is 10 feet wide 
and 6 feet high, with a header, sloping wing walls, and bottom made of smooth concrete. The 
surface is eroded, with rusted steel rebar exposed in several places where the concrete is 
broken or worn away. At the south end of the wing walls, 8 feet south of the header, water 
drops approximately 8 feet over a mortared cobble waterfall. The slope of the levee on either 
side of the culvert is faced with coarse concrete with cobbles and small boulders embedded.  
 
Brush Canyon Basin (1954, 1980). This facility is located at the edge of the San Bernardino 
Mountain foothills in the city of San Bernardino, at an elevation of 1,515 feet. Access is through 
a gate at the end of Pinehurst Court. Aerial photography indicates that no flood control features 
existed at this location in 1938. By 1959, the same features that are there today had been built 
(NETR 1938d; 1959c). A drawing on file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
indicates that the basin was planned by 1948 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
1948). Plans from 1952 show that a small house was removed from the location where the 
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spillway was to be built. A concrete bridge was built for tracks of the Pacific Electric Railway 
that ran east-west along a right-of-way corresponding with the southern edge of the site (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 1952). In 1980, the basin’s outflow riser was removed, 
and a new one was built (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1952). The 1,285 foot 
(east-west) by 665-foot (north-south) site is bordered by mid-twentieth century residential 
development on the south and west, late twentieth or early twenty-first century residences on 
the east, and undeveloped land on the north. Historic-period features consist of levees, the 
spillway, a small concrete bridge that spans the spillway, and a culvert. 
 
Levees. Earth levees form a dam at the south end of the basin, and extend along the west and 
east sides. The north side of the basin is formed by a natural ridge. At its widest point, along 
the south side of the facility, the levee/dam is approximately 140 feet wide at its base, 20 feet 
wide at its crest, and 10 feet high. An unpaved access road runs along the top.  
 
Spillway. A smooth concrete spillway is located near the southwest corner of the basin. It is 75 
feet wide at its upstream (northeast) end, and slopes steeply down, approximately 80 feet, 
narrowing to a width of 15 feet where it passes under a small concrete bridge. South of the 
bridge, the spillway empties into a shallow, unlined, east-west channel that flows west to a 
culvert under Mountain View Avenue. Vertical concrete spillway side walls are 4 feet high at the 
top, sloping to 2 feet high where the spillway meets the bridge. Impressions in the concrete 
from sheets of plywood used as forms for the curing concrete are visible.  
 
Bridge. When the basin was built, tracks of the Pacific Electric Railway existed along the 
southern boundary. A small concrete bridge was built to allow the tracks to cross the southern 
end of the spillway. The east-west bridge is 12 feet long and 13 feet 4 inches wide. It rests on 
top of parallel concrete retaining walls set in the spillway channel. The sides of the bridge have 
a curb that is 7.5 inches thick and 7.5 inches high. In the west end of the curb on the north 
edge of the bridge, “JAN 54” is inscribed.   
 
Culvert. This feature consists of a 3 to 4-foot-diameter corrugated steel pipe located at the 
southwest corner of the site, allowing water to flow from east to west under Mountain View 
Avenue. Most of the pipe is buried in accumulated sediment, and only about 10 inches is still 
visible above the surface.   
 
Outflow riser. This structure, which is located near the southeast corner of the basin, replaced 
the original riser in 1980 and is not of historic age. It consists of a large concrete box, 10 feet 
high on its upstream (north) side, with a steel gate inside. The top of the box is connected to 
the top of the levee/dam by a narrow steel catwalk. Three modern staff gages are located on 
the slope of the levee, just east of the outflow riser.  
 
Barrier wall. A thick east-west concrete wall, made of massive interlocking concrete blocks, is 
located south of the spillway, along the southern boundary of the facility. The design, material, 
and construction of the wall indicate that it is not historic-age.      
 
Harrison Basin (1948, 2004). This facility is located at an elevation of 1,378 feet in the city 
of San Bernardino, near the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains. Access to the basin is 
through a gate on the west side of Golden Avenue, just north of 40th Street. Documents on file 
at the San Bernardino County Flood Control District indicate that the basin was planned as early 
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as 1945, but was constructed in 1948 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d., 1945). 
Aerial photography from 1959 shows the facility essentially as it is today (NETR 1959c). Around 
2004, the basin was excavated and re-graded (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2004c). The facility is bordered by mid-to late twentieth century residential development on the 
north, east, and west, and by a park on the south. It measures approximately 1,315 feet 
(north-south) by 345 feet (east-west). Historic-age features consist of levees, a dam, a spillway, 
an outflow culvert, three additional culverts, and a pipe.  
 
Levees. Water flows into the basin from a canyon to the north, and the east and west sides of 
the basin are defined by earth levees. The west levee is approximately 90 feet wide at its base, 
and 20 feet wide at its crest, with an unpaved access road on top. The east levee is 
approximately 160 feet wide at its widest point at the base, and 20 feet wide at its crest, with a 
road on top. The levees, which are approximately 16 to 18 feet high, were re-graded in 2004. 
 
Dam. The earthen dam is formed by an extension of the east and west levees at the south end 
of the basin, but is distinct from them because of its facing, on both the upstream and 
downstream sides, as well as on its crest, with a solid layer of imported angular cobbles 
overlain by wire mesh. The dam is approximately 300 feet long, and its center is occupied by a 
wide spillway. 
 
Spillway. The spillway is approximately 85 feet wide, and occupies the middle of the dam, just 
north of 40th Street. The bottom of the spillway is smooth concrete with granitic cobbles 
embedded, flat sides flush with the surface. The concrete side walls are 13 feet high at the 
crest of the dam, and slope down on both ends. Horizontal impressions from form boards are 
visible in the concrete. The crest of the spillway is a rounded rim 2 to 3 feet higher than the 
bottom of the basin, dropping steeply on its downstream side to a concrete apron 25 feet north 
of 40th Street. From there, water flows across 40th Street and continues south, through a park, 
in a shallow paved road/channel. A benchmark set into the top of the west spillway wall reads 
“BENCHMARK S.B. CO. SURV. 2005 EL=1378.59.”  
 
Outflow culvert. The outlet is located in the dam, between the spillway and the west end. It 
consists of a concrete box measuring 15 feet (northeast-southwest) by 10 feet (northwest-
southeast) by 3 feet high on its northeast end. The opposite end is flush with ground level. The 
northeast end is open, and water flows through it to an arched tunnel at the southwest end. 
The tunnel is approximately 5 feet high, 4 feet wide, is molded in concrete with rounded edges, 
and has horizontal impressions from form boards. The structure is enclosed on the northeast 
side and the top by bars made from lengths of railroad track. A modern depth gage is mounted 
on the northwest corner.      
 
Culvert 1. This feature is located near the northwest corner of the basin, in the west levee. A 
steep slope prevents direct access, and the culvert was observed from about 20 feet above. It 
consists of a corrugated steel pipe approximately 2 feet 6 inches in diameter, projecting from 
the inner slope of the levee, about 8 feet below the crest. The pipe is oriented northwest-
southeast, and empties onto boulder rip-rap. About 4 feet of pipe is exposed. 
 
Culvert 2. This culvert is located near the middle of the west levee, approximately 470 feet 
southwest of Culvert 1. It is a 2-foot-diameter galvanized, corrugated steel pipe, oriented 



          
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 70                                                     June 2015 

northwest-southeast. It lies on the surface of the levee slope, with its upper half exposed for its 
entire length of 21 feet. It is held in place by steel stakes driven into the ground on either side. 
 
Culvert 3. This feature is identical to Culvert 2 in design and material. It is located on the slope 
of the west levee approximately 340 feet southwest of Culvert 2. The southeast end is obscured 
by dense vegetation. 
 
Pipe. This feature projects from the west levee, approximately 12 feet below the crest. It is 
located approximately half way between Culverts 1 and 2. The 12-inch-diameter galvanized, 
corrugated steel pipe is made of riveted 2-foot sections, and extends 28 feet over the basin. It 
is oriented northwest-southeast, and at its southeast end it is supported 6 feet above the basin 
bottom by a 10-inch-diameter utility type wooden pole, 8 feet high, to which it is attached with 
steel straps. Adjacent to where the pipe emerges from the levee slope, there is a 12-inch-
diameter, smooth steel pipe section set vertically in the ground, projecting above the ground 
surface 8 inches.  
 
Daley Basin (1956, 2005). This facility is located in the foothills of the San Bernardino 
Mountains, in the city of San Bernardino, at an elevation of 1,610 feet. The site, which 
measures approximately 1,010 feet (north-south) by 980 feet (east-west), is bordered by 
recently built residences on the southwest, and undeveloped land on all other sides. Access is 
via a private unpaved road from Osbun Road. Drawings on file at the San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District indicate that the basin was planned as early as 1951. Final revisions were 
made to the plans in the spring of 1956 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1951). A 
plan for re-grading the basin was approved in 2005 (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2004d). Around the same time, debris barriers made of round steel pipe were 
constructed at the mouths of the two canyon inlets to the basin (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2004e). Historic-age features consist of levees, a spillway, and a culvert. 
 
Levees. Inlets to the basin consist of two canyons, to the north and northwest. The canyon 
inlets and the ridge that separates them form the northern side of the facility. The west, 
southwest, and east sides of the basin are defined by earth levees approximately 15 feet high. 
The levee along the southwest side forms a dam with a base that is approximately 120 feet 
wide at its narrowest point and 340 feet wide at its widest point. The crest of this levee ranges 
from approximately 40 to 80 feet wide, and has an unpaved access road on top. The west and 
east levees range from approximately 90 to 150 feet wide at the base, and 40 feet wide at the 
crest. The levees were re-graded in 2005. 
 
Spillway. The concrete spillway is oriented northeast-southwest, and is located near the center 
of the southwest levee. It is 28 feet wide at its upstream (northeast) end, and 45 feet long. The 
crest is rounded, and is 5 feet higher than the bottom of the basin. From the crest, the spillway 
slopes steeply down to a concrete channel that flows to the southwest. At the spillway crest, 
concrete side walls are approximately 18 feet high, and slope downward to the northeast and 
southwest. Wire mesh fencing is on top of the walls. The fence on top of the easternmost wall 
has a narrow gate in it, directly above a vertical 12-inch-diameter galvanized, corrugated steel 
pipe in the basin bottom. Brackets on the concrete wall just below the gate once supported a 
small steel platform with a tubular steel handrail. The platform has been removed, and sits on 
top of the dam, a few yards south of the gate, padlocked to the fence.  
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Culvert. This inlet culvert is located at the east edge of the basin. It consists of a rusted, 
corrugated steel pipe that is 3 feet in diameter and 15 feet long. It is oriented northeast-
southwest, and conveys water from an exposed bedrock waterfall located about 20 feet 
northeast, to the sandy wash to the southwest. Rip-rap of boulders and concrete rubble has 
been dumped between the waterfall and the northeast end of the pipe. 
 
Debris barriers. Two debris barriers, made of heavy gauge steel pipe anchored in concrete, 
stand at the mouths of the two inlet canyons. These features were constructed in 2004.   
 
Small Canyon Dam (1958, 1968). This facility is located at an elevation of 1,820 to 1,845 
feet in the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains, in the city of San Bernardino. Access to 
the site is through a gate at the northwest end of Mountain Top Drive. The site measures 
approximately 1,400 feet (northwest-southeast) by 350 feet (northeast-southwest). It is 
bordered by a late-20th century residential neighborhood on the southeast, and undeveloped 
land on all other sides. Plans on file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control District indicate 
that the facility was constructed in 1958 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1958). A 
1959 aerial photograph confirms that the levees and spillway had been built by that time (NETR 
1959c). The outflow riser was added in 1968 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
1968). Historic-age features consist of levees, the dam, three spillways, a bridge, three 
channels, and two culverts. 
 
Levees. The facility is built at the mouth of a narrow canyon. Earth levees built against the sides 
of northwest-southeast-trending ridges on either side of the canyon form the sides of the basin. 
The bases of the levees range in width from approximately 50 to 80 feet, and the crests are 15 
to 90 feet wide, with unpaved access roads on top. At their highest point, near the dam at the 
southeast end of the basin, the levees are approximately 32 feet high. 
 
Dam. The levees along the basin sides curve to form an earth dam blocking the mouth of the 
narrow canyon. The base of the dam is approximately 250 feet wide (northeast-southwest) by 
370 feet (northwest-southeast) at its widest point, and is approximately 32 feet high. The crest 
of the dam is 15 feet wide, and has an unpaved access road. The sloping sides of the dam are 
faced with unmortared imported cobbles and gravel. The spillway and a wooden bridge are 
located near the northeast end of the dam. 
 
Spillways and channels. The main spillway is in the dam, near its northeast end, and is oriented 
northwest-southeast. It measures approximately 55 feet wide and 18 feet deep, and is lined 
with smooth concrete. It is V-shaped, with a flat bottom approximately 12 feet wide. It 
continues toward the southeast as a concrete-lined channel for approximately 350 feet, after 
which the channel is unlined. A wooden bridge spans the spillway near its upstream (northwest) 
end. Southeast of the bridge 160 feet, a second spillway, 50 feet wide, is in the southwest rim 
of the channel, allowing water to flow into another concrete-lined channel that flows south, 
then curves to the west and northwest. A third spillway and channel are located another 260 
feet southeast, in the southwest rim of the main channel, which at this point is not concrete-
lined except for this spillway, which is approximately 130 feet wide. Another concrete-lined side 
channel flows south from this point.  
 
Bridge. A wooden bridge 50 feet long and 12 feet, 3 inches wide spans the main spillway near 
its northwest end, at the northeast end of the dam. The bridge has a deck made of 4-by-8-inch 
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lumber laid across two parallel steel I-beams that rest on concrete footings. Railings are made 
of tubular steel.   
 
Culvert 1. This inlet feature is located near the northwest corner of the basin, allowing water to 
flow through the levee, under the access road. The culvert consists of a galvanized, corrugated 
steel pipe, slightly crushed into an elliptical shape. The pipe is approximately 3 feet, 4 inches in 
diameter, and 35 feet long.  
 
Culvert 2. This culvert is located approximately 80 feet northeast of Culvert 1, near the 
northeast corner of the basin. Like Culvert 1, it consists of a galvanized, corrugated steel pipe 
approximately 3 feet, 4 inches in diameter, embedded in the levee. Culvert 2 is approximately 
55 feet long. 
 
Outflow riser. This feature, which was added to the facility in 1968 and is not historic-age, is 
located at the upstream base of the dam, approximately 60 feet west of the northeast end of 
the main spillway. A depth gage on the side indicates that it is 32 feet high. It consists of a 
smooth-sided vertical steel pipe, approximately 4 feet, 6 inches in diameter, with six small slide 
gates at different levels. The gate-control platform at the top of the riser is connected to the 
top of the dam by a narrow steel catwalk with a tubular steel handrail. 
 
Dynamite Basin (1949, 1980). This facility is located in the city of San Bernardino, at an 
elevation of 1,665 feet, in the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains. Documentation on file 
at the San Bernardino County Flood Control District states that the basin was constructed in 
1949 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d.). Aerial photography shows that, in 
1938, no features existed at the location, but that the levees and outflow structure that are 
there now had been built before 1959 (NETR 1938d, 1959c). In 1980, the basin was re-graded 
(San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1980b). The site measures approximately 550 
feet (east-west) by 455 feet (north-south), and is located on the west side of North Frontage 
Road, which separates the basin from City Creek Road (State Highway 330). It is bordered on 
the west and southwest by late 20th century residential development, and on all other sides by 
undeveloped land, except for the roads. Historic-age features consist of the levee and the 
outflow structure. 
 
Levee. The basin is located at the mouth of a small side canyon that is a tributary of City Creek 
Canyon, and is formed by the construction of a levee along its southeast and southwest sides. 
The northeast and northwest sides of the basin are formed by natural ridges. Along the 
southeast side, the levee includes the frontage road and highway, and is approximately 270 
feet wide at its base, 175 feet wide at its crest, and 15 feet high above the bottom of the basin. 
Along the southwest side of the basin, the levee is approximately 65 feet wide at its base, and 
20 feet wide at its crest. An unpaved access road is on top of the levee on both sides, and 
continues along the ridge that forms the northeast side of the basin. The levees were re-graded 
in 1980. 
 
Outflow structure. An open-topped outflow weir is located in the northeast corner of the basin, 
adjacent to the levee. It consists of a rectangular concrete box measuring 17 feet, 7 inches 
(east-west) by 11 feet, 8 inches (north-south), and 7 feet, 4 inches high at the upstream (west) 
end. The concrete walls are 10 inches thick, and have horizontal impressions from the boards 
that were used as a form. A 12-inch-diameter inflow pipe is in the bottom of the center of the 
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upstream end. A 6-foot-diameter outflow culvert is in the downstream end, continuing under 
the levee. Both pipes are made of galvanized, corrugated steel set into the concrete. Four 4-
inch-diameter steel pipes are set transversely between the north and south walls for bracing. 
The weir does not have a flood gate or a trash rack. A bench mark reading “S.B. COU. SURV  
2005  ELEV=1657.08” is set in the top of the north wall. 
 
Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 (1940s-1950s, 1959, 1961). This facility is located in the city of 
Yucaipa at an elevation of 2,920 feet. It is the easternmost of a series of five contiguous basins 
that lie in an alluvial valley at the base of the San Bernardino Mountains. Basin No. 1 measures 
approximately 635 feet (north-south) by 505 feet (east-west). Access to the basin is by a gate 
on the west side of Fremont Street, north of Oak Glen Road. The facility is immediately 
surrounded by undeveloped land, but late 20th and early 21st century residential developments 
are nearby in every direction. Aerial photography shows that, in 1938, there were numerous 
small zigzagging dikes in the same general location occupied by the basin today, but the 
present-day levees had not been built yet (NETR 1938e). By 1959, aerial photography indicates 
that the Wilson Creek Basins Nos. 1 and 2 levees had been built, along with the concrete inlet 
walls by Fremont Street (NETR 1959d). Plans on file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District indicate that, in 1961, the levees were re-graded, rip-rap bank protection was added, 
and the outflow was rebuilt, reusing the existing gate and lift (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 1961). Historic-period features consist of levees, the Wilson Creek inlet, and the 
outflow. 
 
Levees. The basin is roughly square, and is surrounded by earth levees, with bases ranging in 
width from approximately 40 feet, along the south side, to 105 feet, near the inlet at the 
northeast corner. The crests of the levees range in width from approximately 15 to 75 feet, and 
are 20 feet above the basin floor. All of the levees have unpaved access roads on top. The 
levee along the east side slopes down to the west edge of Fremont Street. The west levee of 
Basin No. 1 is shared with adjacent Basin No. 2. 
 
Inlet. The inlet of Wilson Creek is located at the northeast corner of the basin. During flooding 
the creek flows across the surface of Fremont Street, where there is no culvert or bridge. The 
basin inlet is formed by two high, curving concrete retaining walls that have horizontal 
impressions from form boards. The flat bottom is coarse concrete that has granitic cobbles 
embedded with their flat sides flush with the surface. The wall on the south side of the inlet is 
approximately 12 feet high, and curves around the end of the east levee, from Fremont Street 
to the interior of the basin. Inside the basin, it slopes downward until it meets the slope of the 
levee. Approximately 80 feet west of Fremont Street, the southern wall has a vertical slot 
molded into the concrete. The slot is 5 feet, 6 inches high, 10 inches wide, and 3 inches deep. 
East of the slot 3 feet, 10 inches is a rectangular opening at the bottom of the wall, measuring 
1 foot, 10 inches wide by 1 foot, 6 inches high. The opening is mostly filled with soil, and is 
partially covered by a rusted steel plate. The functions of the slot and the rectangular opening 
are not known. The wall along the south side of the inlet is hidden by soil to a point 
approximately 80 feet west of Fremont Street, where it emerges into view. At this point, the 
wall is 4 feet high. One hundred feet farther west the wall steps up to a height of 12 feet. The 
wall continues on, curving toward the southwest. Approximately 280 feet from Fremont Street, 
it makes a sharp turn to the west and ends after another 30 feet.  
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Outflow. The outflow culvert and riser, located near the northwest corner of the basin, in the 
west levee, allow water to flow from Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 into Basin No. 2. The outflow 
was rebuilt in 1961, and the original gate and lift were reused. The rebuilt outflow consists of a 
concrete box culvert 8 feet wide and 12 feet high, with flared wing walls that begin 7 feet 
above the apron at the base of the culvert and taper down to 3 feet, 6 inches high, 14 feet to 
the east. The header and wing walls have impressions from sheets of plywood that were used 
to mold the curing concrete. A massive steel slide gate mounted in steel side rails covers the 
culvert, and has “ARMCO 54 x 54 MODEL 30-05” embossed. A trash rack made from seven 
pieces of railroad track protects the gate from debris. A 4-inch-diameter steel rod extends 
vertically from the top of the gate, through a hole in the molding at the top of the header, to a 
steel platform above, where a mechanism with a crank is used to raise and lower the gate. A 
narrow catwalk leads from the top of the levee to the platform. The platform and catwalk are 
supported by a framework of tubular and square-section steel, braced with steel rods, and have 
an open steel grid deck and tubular steel handrails. A staff gage with markings up to 10 feet 
stands in the basin bottom 6 feet south of the southeast corner of the outflow.      
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7.0 EVALUATIONS 
 
Evaluations for eligibility for the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) and the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) were made for the newly-recorded and previously-
recorded archaeological sites found within the current survey area, as well as the 16 built 
environment sites. The evaluations were based on CRHR and NRHP eligibility and integrity criteria 
described in Sections 5.3 and 5.4 and listed in Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9 in Chapter 5.0 Methods. 
Because of the similarity between the NRHP and CRHR eligibility criteria, the evaluation of each 
site by criterion is combined for both the NRHP and CRHR (i.e., Criterion A/1, B/2, C/3, and 
D/4).  
 
Isolated finds consist of one or two artifacts which do not provide sufficient information to be 
important in prehistory or history (Criterion D/4). Therefore, isolates are not eligible for inclusion 
in the CRHR or the NRHP. Because isolates are not CRHR-eligible, they are not Historical 
Resources under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Because isolates are not NRHP-
eligible, they are not historic properties and no further consideration is necessary for the two 
newly recorded isolated finds and two previously recorded isolated finds recorded during this 
study. 
 
As a general rule, NRHP Criteria A and B and CRHR Criteria 1 and 2 do not apply to prehistoric 
sites because the sites are not associated with any significant historical events or important 
historical individuals. NRHP Criterion C and CRHR Criterion 3 do not apply because the sites do 
not contain standing structures or other built features with distinctive characteristics or that 
represent the work of a master. Thus, prehistoric sites will be evaluated only under Criterion 
D/4 for their potential to yield additional information to aid our understanding of the region’s 
prehistory. 
 
7.1 NRHP and CRHR Evaluations for Newly-Recorded Archaeological Resources 
 
Newly recorded archaeological sites FLOD-012, FLOD-013, FE-004, and FE-005 are located 
outside the APE. Part of each site is within the survey area and the rest of each site is outside 
the survey area on private property. Because portions of each site could not be recorded, there 
is insufficient information with which to evaluate them. Therefore, these four sites were not 
evaluated. However, there will be no impacts to these sites because they are outside the APE. 
 
FLOD-018 is a segment of a historic-period stone wall or foundation located outside the APE, 
but within the survey area. The area is covered with leaves and duff up to one thick. Therefore, 
there could be additional features and and/or associated artifacts and this site may be only 
partially recorded. The site cannot be evaluated until it can be determined if there are 
associated artifacts or other features. However, because FLOD-018 is not in the APE, it will not 
be impacted by Project maintenance activities. 
 
FLOD-011. This site is a single, linear, flood control feature that consists of a rock wall 
composed of granite cobbles wrapped in steel wire mesh. This isolated feature has no known 
associations with persons or events that are important in regional history. It is not the work of a 
master and does not have distinctive architectural or engineering characteristics. Thus, this site 
is not eligible under Criteria A/1, B/2, or C/3.  This site consists of one isolated feature and 
there are no associated artifacts. Therefore, all data have already been recorded.  This site is 
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not eligible under Criterion D/4.  In addition, the integrity of the feature has been damaged by 
seasonal flooding so that it is now broken into six segments. Thus, because it does not meet 
any of the four eligibility criteria and lacks integrity, this site is evaluated as not eligible for the 
CRHR and the NRHP. 
 
FLOD-017.  This site consists of a single historic-period bridge abutment located on the north 
side of Cook Canyon above a large drainage.  This isolated feature has no known associations 
with persons or events that are important in regional history. It is not the work of a master and 
does not have distinctive architectural or engineering characteristics. Thus, this site is not 
eligible under Criteria A/1, B/2, or C/3.  This site consists of one isolated feature and there are 
no associated artifacts. Therefore, all data have already been recorded. This site is not eligible 
under Criterion D/4. Thus, because it does not meet any of the four eligibility criteria, this site is 
evaluated as not eligible for the CRHR and the NRHP. 
 
FLOD-019. This is a historic-period refuse deposit that was only partially recorded as part of 
the current project. One artifact, a bottle base, is located in the APE, and the rest of the 
artifacts are on adjacent private property. Based on a visual assessment of the site outside of 
the survey area, this site appears to contain a refuse deposit only. This deposit has no known 
associations with persons or events that are important in regional history. It is not the work of a 
master and does not have distinctive architectural or engineering characteristics. Thus, this site 
is not eligible under Criteria A/1, B/2, or C/3. This refuse deposit lacks context. Because it is not 
known who deposited the refuse, the refuse cannot provide information about any specific 
household or households. Therefore, this site is not eligible under Criterion D/4 and is evaluated 
as not eligible for the CRHR and the NRHP. 
 
FLOD-020. This site is a single, linear, flood control feature that consists of a concrete box and 
two concrete pipe segments. This isolated feature has no known associations with persons or 
events that are important in regional history. It is not the work of a master and does not have 
distinctive architectural or engineering characteristics. Thus, this site is not eligible under 
Criteria A/1, B/2, or C/3.  This site consists of one isolated feature and this site is not eligible 
under Criterion D/4.  Thus, because it does not meet any of the four eligibility criteria, this site 
is evaluated as not eligible for the CRHR and the NRHP. 
 
FE-001. This site is a historic-period flood control feature containing a water retention basin, a 
small brick vault to the south of the basin, and a sparse historic-period refuse scatter of four 
artifacts. This feature has no known associations with persons or events that are important in 
regional history. It is not the work of a master and does not have distinctive architectural or 
engineering characteristics. Thus, this site is not eligible under Criteria A/1, B/2, or C/3. This 
site consists of one isolated feature and there are no associated artifacts. Therefore, all data 
have already been recorded. This site is not eligible under Criterion D/4. Thus, because it does 
not meet any of the four eligibility criteria, this site is evaluated as not eligible for the CRHR and 
the NRHP. 
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7.2 NRHP and CRHR Evaluations for Previously-Recorded Archaeological 
Resources 

 
The records search indicated that ten previously-recorded resources were located within the 
current Project APE.  Two of these, the Boulder Transmission Lines (CA-SBR-7694H/NHRP-E-94-
001) and P36-000895, a prehistoric occupation site, have previously been determined to be 
eligible for the NRHP and are, therefore, automatically eligible for the CRHR. However, no 
physical evidence of P36-000895 remains in the APE.  
 
In addition, P36-000911, a prehistoric archaeological site, P36-006545, the Highland Canal, 
P36-013740, a historic-period residential site, P36-022623, a historic-period refuse deposit, and 
PSBR-2H, a historic-period linear resource shown on a historic map, are no longer present in 
the Project APE. ECORP archaeologists found no physical remains of these resources during 
survey of the APE. 
 
Two of the previously recorded resources are isolated finds and are not eligible for the NRHP or 
the CRHR. The remaining previously recorded resource, P36-006255, the Cucamonga Spreading 
Grounds is evaluated below. 
 
P36-006255. The Cucamonga Spreading Grounds is a historic-period water system 
constructed in the early 1930s. This site was evaluated and determined not eligible for the 
NRHP in 1990. That said, this site has not been previously evaluated for the CRHR.  As part of 
the current project, ECORP identified five newly-recorded features of this site.  All five newly-
recorded features are water diversion structures similar to features previously recorded within 
the site.  Thus, the addition of these five features is not likely to alter the site’s eligibility 
determination for the NRHP. For the current project this site is evaluated for the CRHR only.  
The Cucamonga Spreading Grounds are associated with the Cucamonga Basin Protective 
Association, one of two water user organizations that helped fund water projects within the 
Rancho Cucamonga area (Cucamonga Valley Water District 2014). These spreading grounds 
were designed by engineer R. V. Ward (Hammond and Sutton 1989). R.V. Ward designed 
several flood control facilities within San Bernardino County but does not appear to have played 
a significant role in regional or national history. Although these spreading grounds helped to 
supply the Rancho Cucamonga area with water, they are not, in themselves associated with any 
important events or prominent people in the region. Thus, they are not eligible under Criteria 1 
and 2.  The features found at this site are similar to others used for water control in the region 
and, thus this site does not demonstrate the work of a master or and does not have distinctive 
architectural or engineering characteristics. It is not eligible under Criterion 3. This site has no 
associated artifacts and has been recorded and updated several times. Therefore, all data have 
already been recorded. The site is not eligible under Criterion 4.  Thus, this site is evaluated as 
not eligible for the CRHR. 
 
7.3 NRHP and CRHR Evaluations for the Built Environment 
 
7.3.1 Historic Context Statement  
 
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have 
been significant to population growth, the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, 
and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of the Santa Ana 
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River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and 
hundreds of smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and 
eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first areas to witness attempts to store 
groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were 
increasingly devastating to lives and property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, 
and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as 
the earliest European settlement of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, 
the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted in the region for centuries 
before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during 
the early years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so 
severe that the course of the Santa Ana River changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific 
Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its course, 
wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic 
inhabitants, was still relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was 
restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at that time was cattle raising on the 
giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 
flood on lives and property was not as great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; 
Sidler 1957). 
 
A drought of unprecedented (during recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, 
devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, many of which were left in 
bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted briefly, but catastrophically, by the 
great flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in 
reference to the Biblical flood of Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, 
and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history of the Far West. Steady rain, 
from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now 
downtown San Bernardino, and for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa 
Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. Inundation and damage along the 
river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and 
Riverside, was wiped out. The town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los 
Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it 
difficult for their owners to pay the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the 
Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning with the Treaty of Guadalupe 
Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at 
usurious rates from recently arrived Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales 
eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of the new settlers (Castillo 1978; 
Cleland 1941).  
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The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the 
Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway in the mid-1880s increased communications, 
travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as other parts of the country. 
A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid 
rise in population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American 
settlers, primarily farmers, whose demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply 
available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, and development 
brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works 
project for water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. 
Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino 
Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear Lake, began 
supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; 
Richards 1966; Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and 
William, proposed a somewhat more modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until 
that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by privately owned wells, 
which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, 
founders of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by 
spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan 
at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to spreading grounds by 
ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, 
would percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during 
dry months using wells and tunnels (Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with 
this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, forming Site P36-013738, 
which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and 
was the model for future irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, 
derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern California. A landowner whose 
property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino 
mountains and the ocean, this proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not 
encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of drought. In 1887 a 
schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation 
of local irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each 
member’s land, and would be run democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law 
of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly promoted by State Assemblyman 
Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down initially, 
but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 
63 to 8 on February 23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water 
with the State, and providing for the creation of irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 
1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area 
served by a water supply had to vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district 
began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of the boards of directors of 
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the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long 
after the law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district 
boundaries. Two amendments to the act, in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; 
State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation districts had an 
enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, 
enabling it to become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana 
River course took place in 1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed 
the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the name was changed to the Water 
Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal land 
near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater 
recharging. The WCO built a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. 
To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its fair share of Santa Ana River water, 
WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as far as 
Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 
4 miles farther downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never 
comfortable with their position along the chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would 
appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther down-river. In 1931 the 
WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be 
used to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in 
Orange County, foremost among them James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an 
official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San Bernardino Valley Water 
Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the 
Federal Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion 
near the river’s source. After several years of litigation and numerous proposals that were 
rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon in 1942 wherein both 
counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s 
spreading grounds near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation 
districts in other communities along the foothills of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino 
mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal 
Water District literature gives the impression that, while such water procurement projects 
flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood control was not given as much 
attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show 
that storm water protection was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding 
episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San 
Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  became 
more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was 
wide enough that flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable 
fertile land, caused extensive damage when it flooded. If measures were not taken to control 
Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy wash. A good 
bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit 
both San Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed 
that the San Bernardino County Supervisors should do something about it, because 
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expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was done. It was, they 
maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to 
slow the flow of flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different 
districts could help pay for the county’s services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the 
future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to “be abandoned to sandy 
sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
  
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, 
often stimulated by recent floods. Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water 
companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In February of 1890, for example, a 
county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. They 
also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 
1890b). The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. 
From Saturday, February 21 through Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino 
Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa Ana River, Lytle Creek, and 
City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area 
south of Mill Street was a lake. San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated 
for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such disasters, the formation of a storm 
water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino 
County Board of Supervisors resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman 
of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means needed to plan and construct flood control 
measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of Supervisors 
assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San 
Bernardino, also known as the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). 
Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding of the Mission Zanja and other 
channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San 
Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino 
Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The Board of Supervisors ordered 
storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). 
Lytle Creek continued to wreak havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its 
banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land (San Bernardino County Sun 
1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, 
or Mission District, storm water protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area 
south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of 
that year “to provide for the formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, 
for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage from storm water and from the 
waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to 
pay for the cost of constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of 
California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors gave public notice that 
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the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San Bernardino Count Sun 
1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of 
the Old San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new 
Mission Protective District. Their complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few 
years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the initiation of improvements, but not for 
their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be “fruitful 
sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put 
off indefinitely. 
 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which 
bore the brunt of damage whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, 
relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control projects to other departments 
(Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork of 
flood control projects in response to storm events in different areas, but most urgently along 
Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, the county, the city of 
San Bernardino, and the AT&SF Railway cooperated to finance temporary dikes to control the 
creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land 
owners. When the Board of Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the 
formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have diverted flood water dumped onto 
their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after receiving 
a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their 
intention to form a storm water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, 
the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection District held their first meeting and 
elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d).    
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and 
maintenance crews. These men were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing 
storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel doing double duty as flood control 
workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed 
manpower to flood control efforts. In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an 
important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to help contain flooding 
along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the 
night and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend 
a hand, performed an invaluable service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging 
channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San Bernardino County Sun 1910f).   
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the 
ravages of Lytle Creek and other tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board 
of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to investigate the creek and predict the area 
that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost anywhere, 
including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm 
water protection district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San 
Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San Bernardino west of Town Creek, and 
all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually have to 
include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from 
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Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, 
however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each having the right to lodge a protest. 
Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax assessments to 
pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the 
county estimated that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but 
many people thought the cost could go much higher. Since the law mandated that no one could 
be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and what it would cost until 
after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were 
still wary (San Bernardino County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c).  
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of 
their intention, once again, to form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). 
The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for the formation of a district for 
many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the 
flood control facilities, once they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, 
and the companies that owned the plants where produce was pre-cooled prior to shipping on 
the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, yet 
they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 
1911f). Basing their action on this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a 
formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the petition for the formation of a storm 
water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have benefited 
the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they 
had been lied to by signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower 
level than it had been. For the time being, a storm water protection district for San Bernardino 
and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 1911g:1). A few 
years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along 
with the railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, 
once again, as if a storm water protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as 
the various interested parties disagreed over what work should be done, and the boundaries of 
the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
        
The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused 
extensive, expensive damage. While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, 
the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection district, rather than the localized 
districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that time. 
The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and 
protect all sections [of the county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 
1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation Organization had met to discuss a new law being 
drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed new act would 
incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts 
of the country, and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, 
the application of 50 voters would have been sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of 
Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm water protection 
district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. 
If not, proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a 
half years later, in May of 1919, Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the 
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Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and flood control districts 
across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along 
the entire Santa Ana River Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of 
representatives of all three counties was quickly formed to begin writing legislation “under 
which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county 
road crews were still repairing flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still 
being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 1922b).  
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous 
emergency flood control projects in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of 
Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and Orange counties, and other 
entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built 
in response to storm events, in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but 
there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression of the 1930s, several projects 
were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works 
Progress Administration (WPA), all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, 
channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of Waterman and Twin Creek 
canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 
1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was 
dedicated to the task of protecting lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge 
of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A 
heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to 
be centered on the region surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and 
San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 
percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing all of 
the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 
2, debris and sediment from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of 
acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large sections of the cities of San Bernardino and 
Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres (284 square 
miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with 
roads, railroads, and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like 
Redlands, became temporary islands, able to communicate with the outside world only by radio, 
because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried under debris (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 
1938 flood had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage 
(Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings 
took place throughout southern California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. 
In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 government officials, experts, and 
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citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the most 
effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of 
Commerce recommended creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board 
of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings 
continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. During the 
fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District Act, Chapter 73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and 
became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino Flood Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of 
California 1939).  
 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors 
for the Flood Control District. The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood 
control projects there had been, formed the core of the new agency (Sidler 1957). Additional 
technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner became 
the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner 
continued until 1971, when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County 
Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of 
California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were stated as 
follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their 
source outside of said District but which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and 
causing to percolate into the soil within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public 
highways, life, and property in said District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for 
beneficial use in the District (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; 
State of California 1939). 

 
The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, 
responsibilities, and financing, yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them 
in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, central, and eastern San 
Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well 
as the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert 
(San Bernardino Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
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Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water 
conservation and flood control improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San 
Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San Bernardino County began 
purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall 
and stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had 
been centered on the San Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion 
of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. 
From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood 
channel and levees (1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio 
Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out 
by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control agencies (San 
Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the 
San Bernardino Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, 
including stream channelization, levees, small dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds 
for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 
1977).  
 
7.3.2 Evaluations of Built Environment Resources 
 
Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the 
San Bernardino Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative 
irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th centuries, efforts to control flooding were 
sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation with cities, 
railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State 
Emergency Relief Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its 
successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). In spite of decades of effort by legislators 
to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until after the 
deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 
initiated a period of unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction 
that was concentrated on the San Bernardino Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of 
San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville and Barstow areas, 
was the focus of increasing flood control improvements.  
 
Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the 
county and other agencies since the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood 
control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District was created in 1939. The period 
of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting 
through the 1940s and 1950s, during which the construction of improvements was centered in 
the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to build facilities in the valley 
beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), addresses the issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a 
well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where 
activities begun historically continued to have importance and no more specific 
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date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities occurring 
within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as 
“historic” and to justify extending a period of significance beyond the limit of 50 
years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa 
Ana River Basin is, therefore, 1939 to 1964. Of the 34 facilities, 18 are modern, having been 
constructed between 1970 and 2011. They are not, therefore, subject to evaluation for 
eligibility for the NRHP because of their recent construction, and because they do not possess 
the exceptional historic importance to justify extending the period of significance closer to the 
present day than 50 years ago.  
 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the 
NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 50 years ago, and to consider 
a property for eligibility for the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed 
to understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). Since 
they were completed between 1970 and 2011, there is insufficient perspective of time for a 
proper assessment of the historic significance of the 18 modern facilities. Extending the period 
of significance closer than 50 years ago is not justified, and the facilities are not subject to 
evaluation for eligibility for the CRHR. The 18 facilities that were built after the period of 
significance are listed in Table 17.   
 
Table 17. Facilities Constructed After 1964 (After the Historic Period of Significance 
[1939-1964]) 

Redbook 
No. Facility Name Period of 

Construction 
1-313-4A San Antonio Heights Basin No. 1 1980-1994 
1-313-4F San Antonio Heights Basin No. 2 1980-1994 
1-313-4E San Antonio Heights Basin No. 3 1980-1994 
1-313-4G San Antonio Heights Basin No. 4 1980-1994 
1-313-4B San Antonio Heights Basin No. 5 1980-1994 
1-313-4H San Antonio Heights Basin No. 6 1980-1994 
1-352-3A Cucamonga Dam 1983 
1-402-3A Demens Basin No. 1 1971 
1-506-3A Deer Creek Debris Basin 1984 
1-552-4A Hillside Basin 1982 
2-503-4A Sand Canyon Basin 1971 
2-510-4A Little Sand Canyon Basin 1970 
3-204-4A Oak Creek Basin 1971 
3-305-4A Cook Canyon Basin 1971 
3-603-4A Oak Glen Creek Basin No. 1 2007-2011 
3-603-4B Oak Glen Creek Basin No. 2 2007-2011 
3-603-4C Oak Glen Creek Basin No. 3 2007-2011 
3-608-4A 
3-608-4B 
3-608-4C 

Wildwood Debris Basin 
Wildwood Basin No. 1 
Wildwood Basin No. 2 

2009-2011 
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Of the 34 facilities, 16 are of historic-age, meaning that they were constructed or extensively 
modified during the period of significance (1939-1964). The 16 historic-period facilities are 
listed in Table 18.  
 
Table 18. Historic-Period (1964 and older) Facilities 

Resource 
(Redbook)

No. 
Resource Name Period of 

Construction 
NRHP/CRHR 

Eligibility Comments 

1-313-4D San Antonio Heights Basin  
(West Frankish) 1962, 1971 Not Eligible 

Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

1-702-9A Etiwanda Debris Basin 
1949, 1962, 
1975, 1980, 
2005-2007 

Not Eligible 
Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

1-807-4A Rich Basin 
1955, 

1990-1994, 
2006-2009 

Not Eligible 
Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

2-303-3A Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) 
1930, 
1959, 
2004 

Not Eligible 
Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

2-304-4A Devil Basin No. 2 

1930, 
1940s-1950s 
1980-1995, 

2004 

Not Eligible 

Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

2-304-4B Devil Basin No. 3 1930, 2004 Not Eligible 
Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

2-305-4A Wiggins Basin No. 1 1957, 
2007-2009 Not Eligible 

Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

2-365-3A Little Mountain Dam 1955 Not Eligible Lacks historic 
significance 

2-368-4D MacQuiddy Basin 1962, 1969 Not Eligible 
Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

2-406-4A Twin Creek Spreading Grounds 1939, 1941, 
1954, 1960s Not Eligible Lacks historic 

significance 

2-412-4A Brush Canyon Basin 1954, 1980 Not Eligible 
Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

2-414-4A Harrison Basin 1948, 2004 Not Eligible 
Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

2-506-4A Daley Basin 1956, 2005 Not Eligible 
Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 
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Resource 
(Redbook)

No. 
Resource Name Period of 

Construction 
NRHP/CRHR 

Eligibility Comments 

3-302-3A Small Canyon Dam 1958, 1968 Not Eligible 
Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

3-304-4A Dynamite Basin 1949, 1980 Not Eligible 
Lacks historic 
significance; 
poor integrity 

3-602-4A Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 1940s-1950s, 
1959, 1961 Not Eligible Lacks historic 

significance 
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with the San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley. The only “events” of potential significance 
are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the District was the flood 
of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several 
decades prior to that. The facilities are largely the result of reactive improvements over the 
years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. 
Therefore, none of the historic-age flood control facilities appear to qualify as eligible for listing 
in the NRHP under Criterion A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with the San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley. By far the majority of the facilities, 
as they appear today, were constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a 
public agency not intimately associated with a single individual or individuals of historic interest 
or significance. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood control facilities appear to qualify as 
eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley 
represent a patchwork of construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. 
They do not represent a single master-planned effort, and are largely the result of reactive 
improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing water 
conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, 
and they do not have any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. 
Therefore, none of the historic-age flood control facilities appear to qualify as eligible for listing 
in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
None of the facilities of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San 
Bernardino Valley have been found to possess historic or engineering significance. They are 
considered to have been adequately documented, and it is unlikely that they could yield 
additional information important in history. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood control 
facilities appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR 
under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to their lack of significance, many of the historic-age facilities have been modified 
within the past 50 years, and have poor integrity. A brief summary of the integrity of each 
historic-period facility is provided below. 
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San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish). In the early 1970s, the concrete spillway and 
outflow riser were added to the basin (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1971). This 
modification compromises the integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association of the facility. 
 
Etiwanda Debris Basin. An additional levee was added, within the southern part of the basin, 
in 1980 (San Bernardino Flood Control District 1975, 1980a). The same year, the interior cross 
berms were replaced with a zigzag pattern of dikes with basins in between (San Bernardino 
County Flood Control District 1980a). Between 2005 and 2007, the zigzag dikes were removed. 
At the same time, the entire east wing of the facility was added, the existing levees of the 
original west wing were enlarged, and most of the features that exist today were constructed 
(Google Earth 2005, 2007a). These extensive modifications to the facility have compromised its 
integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 
 
Rich Basin. The features that currently exist within the facility, including levees, spillways, rip-
rap, walls, channels, culverts, and outflow riser are modern, having been constructed or rebuilt 
between 1990 and 2009 (Google Earth 1994, 2006, 2009a; San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 1990). There are no remaining historic-period features. Furthermore, it is 
surrounded by recently constructed residential neighborhoods. The facility retains only its 
integrity of location. 
 
Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1). The levees of this facility were slightly re-aligned, re-
shaped, and re-graded around 2004 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2004a). A 
late 20th century residential neighborhood has been built nearby, to the west. Modification and 
encroaching modern development have compromised the integrity of design, setting, 
workmanship, feeling, and association of the facility. 
 
Devil Basin No. 2. This facility was re-graded in 2004 (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2004a, 2004b). At that time, all traces of a rock-lined channel that originally flowed from 
north to south within the east end of the basin were destroyed. Between 1980 and 1995, 
clearing and grading was carried out within the area in the south portion Devil Basin No. 2, and 
four wide, north-south cross berms were built up in the west half of the basin (NETR 1980b; 
Google Earth 1995). A low berm that is along the south side of the basin may have been 
formed at that time. A late 20th century residential neighborhood is nearby, to the west. 
Modifications and approaching recent development have compromised the integrity of design, 
setting, workmanship, feeling, and association of the facility.  
 
Devil Basin No. 3. This facility was re-graded in 2004 (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2004a, 2004b). In addition, a late 20th century residential development has been built 
nearby, to the west. Modifications to the facility, as well as modern development in the vicinity, 
have compromised its integrity of design, setting, workmanship, feeling, and association. 
 
Wiggins Basin No. 1. Between 2007 and 2009, the southern levee of the basin was enlarged 
(Google Earth 2007b, 2009b). A north-south berm, crossing the basin, and culverts through the 
berm, were constructed between 1968 and 1980 (NETR 1968, 1980b). Furthermore, the facility 
is bordered by late 20th century residential developments on the west and south, and by 
California State University, San Bernardino on the east. The modifications to the facility and 
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encroaching modern development have compromised its integrity of design, setting, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. 
 
Little Mountain Dam. This facility does not appear to have undergone any major 
modifications since it was built in 1955. Therefore, it retains good integrity. 
 
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4. The concrete outflow structure, which is located near the southwest 
corner of the basin, was added in 1969 or later, and is not historic-age (San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District 1969). This modification has compromised the integrity of design, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association of the facility. 
 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds. This facility does not appear to have undergone any major 
modifications since it was built during the 1930s through 1960s. Therefore, it retains good 
integrity. 
 
Brush Canyon Basin. In 1980, the basin’s outflow riser was removed, and a new one was 
built (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1952). This modification has compromised 
the integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association of the facility. 
 
Harrison Basin. Around 2004, the basin was excavated and re-graded (San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District 2004c). The facility is bordered by mid-to late-twentieth century 
residential development on the north, east, and west. Modification, as well as modern 
development in the vicinity, have compromised the integrity of design, setting, workmanship, 
feeling, and association of the facility. 
 
Daley Basin. The basin was re-graded in 2005 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2004d). Around the same time, debris barriers made of round steel pipe were constructed at 
the mouths of the two canyon inlets to the basin (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2004e). These modifications have compromised the facility’s integrity of design, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. 
 
Small Canyon Dam. The outflow riser was added to the basin in 1968 (San Bernardino 
County Flood Control District 1968). Furthermore, a late 20th century residential development 
has been built bordering the southeast side of the facility. Modification and encroaching modern 
development have compromised the basin’s integrity of design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. 
 
Dynamite Basin. In 1980, the basin was re-graded (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 1980b). This modification has compromised the facility’s integrity of design, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. 
 
Wilson Creek Basin No. 1. This facility does not appear to have undergone any major 
modifications since it was built between the 1940s and early 1960s. However, late twentieth 
and early twenty-first century residential developments have encroached on all sides, 
compromising the facility’s integrity of setting.  
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8.0 SUMMARY OF ELIGIBILITY AND IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
8.1 Eligibility 
 
As a result of the cultural resources records search and field survey, a total of 10 newly 
recorded archaeological sites were identified within the Project Study Area.  In addition, 3 
newly-recorded historic-period isolated finds were identified, 10 previously-recorded resources 
were field checked and updated, and 16 historic-period built environment flood control facilities 
were recorded. 
 
Several of the newly recorded sites (FLOD-012, FLOD-013, FE-004, and FE-005) are not in the 
APE, but are partially in the survey area and extend beyond the survey area onto private 
property. Because parts of these sites were not accessible, they were not evaluated. Another site 
that is not in the APE, but entirely within the survey area, FLOD-018, is covered by leaves and 
duff up to one foot thick. Because the ground surface of this site was not visible, this site was not 
evaluated. Six of the previously recorded resources, P36-000895, P36-000911, P36-006545, P36-
013740, P36-022623, and PSBR-2H, are no longer present in the APE. No physical remains of 
these sites were identified during the field survey of the APE. The Boulder Transmission Lines 
(CA-SBR-7694H) have previously been determined eligible for the NRHP and, therefore, are 
automatically eligible for the CRHR. All of the remaining 22 resources in the APE (archaeological 
sites and historic-period built environment facilities) have been evaluated as not eligible for the 
NRHP and the CRHR (Table 19).  
 
Table 19. Eligibility Status of Resources in the Survey Area and APE 
Resource Part in Survey 

Area, Part on 
Private Property 

In Survey Area, 
Surface Not Visible 

In APE Eligible for 
CRHR 

Eligible for 
NRHP 

FLOD-012 X   Not Evaluated Not Evaluated 
FLOD-013 X   Not Evaluated Not Evaluated 
FE-004 X   Not Evaluated Not Evaluated 
FE-005 X   Not Evaluated Not Evaluated 
FLOD-018  X  Not Evaluated Not Evaluated 
FLOD-011   X No No 
FLOD-017   X No No 
FLOD-019   X No No 
FLOD-020   X No No 
FE-001   X No No 
CA-SBR-7694H, 
Boulder Transmission 
Lines 

  X 
(Lines Cross 

APE) 

Yes Yes 

P36-006255   X No No 
San Antonio Heights 
Basin  

  X No No 

Etiwanda Debris 
Basin 

  X No  

Rich Basin   X No  
Devil Canyon Dam 
(Basin No. 1) 

  X No  

Devil Basin No. 2   X No  
Devil Basin No. 3   X No  
Wiggins Basin No. 1   X No  
Little Mountain Dam   X No  
MacQuiddy Basin   X No  
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Twin Creek 
Spreading Grounds 

  X No  

Brush Canyon Basin   X No  
Harrison Basin   X No  
Daley Basin   X No  
Small Canyon Dam   X No  
Dynamite Basin   X No  
Wilson Creek Basin 
No. 1 

  X No  

 
8.2 Impacts and Effects 
 
Five sites (FLOD-012, FLOD-013, FLOD-018, FE-004, and FE-005) in the survey area, but not in 
the APE, could not be evaluated. Because these sites are not in the APE, they will not be 
impacted by Project maintenance activities.  
 
Except for the Boulder Transmission Lines 1, 2, and 3, none of the other 22 resources in the APE 
are evaluated as eligible for the NRHP or the CRHR. Because none of these resources are eligible, 
they are not Historical Resources as defined by CEQA and are not historic properties for the 
purposes of Section 106.  Because only impacts to historical resources are potentially significant 
and only effects to historic properties are potentially adverse, impacts and effects on these 22 
resources in the Project APE will not be significant or adverse.  
 
The Boulder Transmission Lines 1, 2, and 3 (CA-SBR-07694H/NRHP-E-94-001) comprise a single 
resource from the historical period that was determined eligible for the NRHP in 1994 for its 
contributions to the industrial development of the Los Angeles Area. Because this resource has 
been determined eligible for the NRHP, it is automatically eligible for the CRHR. CA-SBR-07694H 
is a Historical Resource as defined by CEQA and is a historic property for the purposes of 
Section 106. Overhead lines that are part of this resource cross the San Antonio Heights APE 
and the Hillside APE. No towers that are part of this resource are in the APE. Thus, there would 
be no direct, physical effect to the lines or towers as a result of the Project. The Project would 
not result in significant impacts to CA-SBR-07694H and would not result in adverse effects to 
CA-SBR-07694H. 
 
The majority of the Project APE is located in disturbed sediments and drainage channels.  The 
potential of the Project APE to contain significant subsurface prehistoric or historic 
archaeological material is therefore believed to be low. However, if archaeological materials are 
encountered during construction, all ground-disturbing activities must be suspended in the 
vicinity of the find until the deposits are recorded and evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If 
unanticipated finds are evaluated as eligible for the NRHP and CRHR, a Finding of Effect and an 
analysis of impacts will be required. If the effects will be adverse and the impacts will be 
significant, treatment/mitigation will required. 
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APPENDIX A    Maintenance Activity Maps (Figures 5 through 37)   



Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  5
 Maintenance Activities

San Antonio Heights Basin #1
1-313-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  6
 Maintenance Activities

San Antonio Heights Basin #5
1-313-4B
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  7
 Maintenance Activities

San Antonio Heights Basin 
1-313-4D
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  8
 Maintenance Activities

San Antonio Heights Basin #3
1-313-4E
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  9
 Maintenance Activities

San Antonio Heights Basin #2
1-313-4F

I0 110

Sc ale  i n  Feet2014-085 San Bernardino County FLOD Project Photo Source: San Bernardino County 2009

Lo
ca

tio
n

: 
N

:\
2

01
4\

20
14

-0
85

 S
B

 F
LO

D
 P

ro
je

ct
\M

A
PS

\M
ee

tin
g

_M
ap

s_
an

d_
A

na
ly

si
s\

20
1

5-
01

-2
2 

M
ai

n
te

n
an

ce
 a

nd
 A

PE
 r

e
vi

si
on

s\
FL

O
D

_M
ai

nt
en

an
ce

A
ct

iv
it

ie
s_

20
15

01
22

.m
xd

 (M
AG

)-
m

gu
id

ry
 3

/1
2/

20
15

Area of Potential Effects

Adjacent Area of Potential Effects

Vegetation Management

Stock Pile Location

Mechanized Land Clearing

Herbicide Vector Control

Ingress/Egress

Bank Repair



Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  10
 Maintenance Activities

San Antonio Heights Basin #4
1-313-4G
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  11
 Maintenance Activities

San Antonio Heights Basin #6
1-313-4H
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  12
 Maintenance Activities

Cucamonga Dam
1-352-3A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  13
 Maintenance Activities

Demens Basin #1
1-402-3A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  14
 Maintenance Activities

Deer Creek Debris Basin
1-506-3A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  15
 Maintenance Activities

Hillside Basin
1-552-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  16
 Maintenance Activities
Etiwanda Debris Basin

1-707-9A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  17
 Maintenance Activities

Rich Basin
1-807-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  18
 Maintenance Activities

Devil Canyon Dam (Basin #1)
2-303-3A
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Map Date: 6/4/2015

Figure  19
 Maintenance Activities

Devil Basin #2
2-304-4A
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Map Date: 6/4/2015

Figure  20
 Maintenance Activities

Devil Basin #3
2-304-4B
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  21
 Maintenance Activities

Wiggins Basin #1
2-305-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  22
 Maintenance Activities

Little Mountain Dam
2-365-3A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  23
 Maintenance Activities

MacQuiddy Basin #4 (#1-4 combined)
2-368-4D
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  24
 Maintenance Activities

Twin Creek Spreading Grounds
2-406-2A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  25
 Maintenance Activities

Brush Canyon Basin
2-412-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  26
 Maintenance Activities

Harrison Basin
2-414-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  27
 Maintenance Activities

Sand Canyon Basin
2-503-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  28
 Maintenance Activities

Daley Basin
2-506-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  29
 Maintenance Activities

Little Sand Canyon Basin
2-510-4A

I0 200

Sc ale  i n  Feet2014-085 San Bernardino County FLOD Project Photo Source: San Bernardino County 2009

Lo
ca

tio
n

: 
N

:\
2

01
4\

20
14

-0
85

 S
B

 F
LO

D
 P

ro
je

ct
\M

A
PS

\M
ee

tin
g

_M
ap

s_
an

d_
A

na
ly

si
s\

20
1

5-
01

-2
2 

M
ai

n
te

n
an

ce
 a

nd
 A

PE
 r

e
vi

si
on

s\
FL

O
D

_M
ai

nt
en

an
ce

A
ct

iv
it

ie
s_

20
15

01
22

.m
xd

 (M
AG

)-
m

gu
id

ry
 3

/1
2/

20
15

Area of Potential Effects

Adjacent Area of Potential Effects

Vegetation Management

Stock Pile Location

Mechanized Land Clearing

Herbicide Vector Control

Ingress/Egress

Bank Repair



Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  30
 Maintenance Activities

Oak Creek Basin
3-204-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  31
 Maintenance Activities

Small Canyon Dam
3-302-3A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  32
 Maintenance Activities

Dynamite Basin
3-304-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  33
 Maintenance Activities

Cook Canyon Basin
3-305-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  34
 Maintenance Activities
Wilson Creek Basin #1

3-602-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  35
 Maintenance Activities

Oak Glen Creek Basin #1
3-603-4A
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  36
 Maintenance Activities

Oak Glen Creek Basin #2
3-603-4B
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Map Date: 3/4/2015

Figure  37
 Maintenance Activities

Oak Glen Creek Basin #3
3-603-4C
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San Antonio Heights Basin #0-3
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San Antonio Heights Basin #4-6
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Deer Creek Debris Basin
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Etiwanda Debris Basin
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APPENDIX C    DPR Site Records for Newly-Recorded Archaeological Resources (CONFIDENTIAL) 



State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 7 *Resource Name or #: FE-001 
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: San Bernardino North Date: 1968 (rev. 1988) T:1N;R:4W;NW¼ of SE¼ of Sec:13  San Bernardino B. M. 
 c. Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d. UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S: 476199mE / 3781064mN   
 e. Other Locational Data: Harrison Basin  Elevation: 1600 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)   

Directions: From the intersection of California State Highway 210 and Del Rosa Avenue in the city of San Bernardino, 
California proceed north on Del Rosa Ave for 1.25 miles to the intersection of 39th Street East and Del Rosa Avenue.  At this 
point turn left (west) onto 39th street and proceed west for 0.25 mile to Mountain Avenue.  At this point turn right (north) and 
proceed north on Mountain Ave for 0.2 mile.  The street then turns northwest and turns into East 40th Street. Continue west  on 
East 40th Street for 0.25 mile to the intersection of East 40th Street and Golden Ave.  At this point turn right (north) on Golden 
Avenue and proceed north 0.4 mile to a private gate.  The site is located 180 feet northeast of this gate.   

 
*P3a.  Description: This site is a historic-period concrete water retention basin with a smaller brick vault to the south that is 
connected by steel pipe (F1).  An associated scatter of four historic-period artifacts was noted in the vicinity of the site.  These 
artifacts include two fragments of sun-colored amethyst (SCA) glass (A1 and A4) and two ceramic fragments (A2 and A3). 
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH05 (wells/cisterns), AH04 (privies, dumps, trash scatters)  
 

*P4.  Resources Present: ☐Building  ☐Structure  
☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  

☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Interior of concrete basin 
View: East Date: 9/24/2014 Photo No.009.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic  ☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Cunningham and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9.   Date: 9/24/2014     Recorded   ☐Updated:   
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian archaeological 
survey 

 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  -  The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD    Primary # : 
  Trinomial :  
 
Page 2 of 7                  Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder):FE-001    
 
*A1. Dimensions: a. Length NE-SW: 292 Feet (76 Meters) ×  b.  Width NW-SE: 98 feet (30 meters) 
 Method of Measurement:   Paced     Taped      Visual estimate    Other: GPS     

Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features   Soil   Vegetation  Topography   
   Cut bank     Animal burrow     Excavation     Property boundary     Other (Explain):              
 Reliability of Determination:  High  Medium   Low   Explain:  

Limitations (Check any that apply):  Restricted access  Paved/built over  Disturbances  Site limits 
incompletely defined    Vegetation    Other (Explain):     

 
A2. Depth:  None   Unknown  Method of Determination: Not tested 
 
*A3. Human Remains:  Present   Absent   Possible   Unknown (Explain):              
 
*A4. Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each 

feature on sketch map.):  Feature 1 is a historic-period water retention basin or cistern. This feature consists of a 
concrete basin and a smaller brick and concrete vault. The brick and concrete vault is located south of the main basin and 
is connected to the main basin via a metal pipe.   

 
 The main basin is constructed of over-poured concrete with vegetation and dirt lining the interior floor.  A metal pipe ladder 

is located on the southern interior wall.  The basin measures 20 feet, 4.5 inches east-west by 18 feet, 2.5 inches north-
south with an interior depth of approximately 7 feet, 10 inches.  The floor is covered with dirt and vegetation so the true 
depth of the feature is unknown. Two 4-inch diameter pipes are located along the southern wall. The easternmost of these 
two pipes extends through the wall approximately 19 inches above ground.   

  
 A small vault constructed of red brick and concrete is attached to the larger basin via 4-inch diameter steel pipe.  This pipe 

rests on the northern wall of the brick vault.  The interior of this brick vault is lined with concrete.  A small 1-foot wide 
spillway extends south from the southeast corner of the vault.  The feature measures 4 feet 3 inches square.   

 
*A5. Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with 

features.):  Four historic-period associated artifacts (A1 to A4) are located within the recorded site boundary. A1 is a jar 
rim fragment of sun-colored amethyst (SCA) glass; A2 is a green-glazed ceramic fiesta ware plate fragment; A3 is a white-
glazed ceramic fragment; and A4 is an SCA glass fragment with a prominent gas blister.   

  
A6. Were Specimens Collected?  No   Yes  (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens 

are curated.) 
 
*A7. Site Condition:  Good   Fair   Poor  (Describe disturbances.):  
 
*A8. Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.): A seasonal drainage/wash is located 270 feet west.      
 
*A9. Elevation: 1,600 feet AMSL      
 
A10. Environmental Setting  (Describe culturally relevant variables such as: vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, 

slope, aspect, exposure, etc.):  The site contains native grasses and shrubs on loose silty soil. The majority of the site is 
located in disturbed, graded soil.     

 
A11. Historical Information: None 
  
*A12. Age:  Prehistoric    Protohistoric   1542-1769    1769-1848   1848-1880     1880-1914        1914-1945    

Post 1945  Undetermined  (Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historical dates if 
known): The exact age of the features is unknown.  However, presence of historic-period artifacts and the materials and 
methods used in feature construction suggests that this site dates to the historic period. 

 
A13. Interpretations (Discuss data potential function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations): None 
A14. Remarks:  None   
A15. References (Documents, informants, maps, and other references):   None  
A16. Photograph (List subjects, direction of view, and accession numbers or attach a Photograph Record.):  Photo #s 007-015 
 Original Media/Negatives Kept at: ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
*A17. Form Prepared by: A. Myers                    Date: 9/29/2014       
 *Affiliation and Address: ECORP Consulting, Inc. 215 N. 5th Street Redlands, Ca 92373 
      
DPR 523C (1/95)  *Required Information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:              
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page 3 of  7                                 *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): FE-001                                                                          
*Recorded by: R. Cunningham and A. Myers *Date: 9/24/2014            ☒  Continuation     ☐ Update 

 

 
Concrete lined brick vault 9/24/2014 View: North Photo# 007 

 
 

 
SCA glass fragment (A4) 9/24/2014 View: Detail Photo# 010 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:              
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page 4 of  7                                 *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): FE-001                                                                          
*Recorded by: R. Cunningham and A. Myers *Date: 9/24/2014            ☒  Continuation     ☐ Update 

 
 
 

 
Ceramic fragment with white glaze (A3) 9/24/2014 View: Detail Photo #: 011 

 

 
Ceramic fragment/fiestaware (A2)  9/24/2014 View: Detail Photo# 013 

 
 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:              
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page 5 of  7                                 *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): FE-001                                                                          
*Recorded by: R. Cunningham and A. Myers *Date: 9/24/2014            ☒  Continuation     ☐ Update 

 
 

 
Jar rim fragment of SCA glass (A1) 9/24/2014 View: Detail Photo# 012 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



Page 6 of 7 *Resource Name or #: FE-001
*Drawn By: Andrew Myers *Date: September 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
SKETCH MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523K (1/95)

*Required Information
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Page 7  of  7 *Resource Name or #: FE-001
*Map Name: San Bernardino North (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
LOCATION MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523J (1/95)

*Required Information

FE-001
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 2 *Resource Name or #: FE-002-I 
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  Not for Publication    Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: San Bernardino North  Date:1968 (rev. 1988) Muscupiabe Land Grant San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S: 472913mE  /  3780337 mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Little Mountain Dam Elevation: 1,317 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)  

Directions: From the intersection of East 40th Street and California State Route 18 (Waterman Avenue) in the city of San 
Bernardino, California proceed west on 40th street for 0.9 mile to the intersection of 40th Street and Johnson Street.  At this point 
the resource will be located 380 feet south.   

 
*P3a.  Description: This artifact is an isolated historic-period fragment of sun-colored amethyst (SCA) glass.   
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH-016(other-historic): isolate 
*P4.  Resources Present: ☐Building  
☐Structure  ☐Object  ☐Site  ☐District  
Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Detail of SCA 
glass fragment Date: 9/24/2014   
Photo No. 017  
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic ☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: 
R. Cunningham and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9.Date:9/24/2014Recorded Updated 
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 

archaeological survey 
 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  ☐Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
☐Archaeological Record  District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



Page 2  of  2 *Resource Name or #: FE-002-I
*Map Name: San Bernardino North (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
LOCATION MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523J (1/95)

*Required Information
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 7 *Resource Name or #: FE-004  
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Cucamonga Peak Date: 1966 (rev. 1988) T:1N; R:7W; NW¼ of NW¼ of Sec:13 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S:447343mE  /  3782170mN   
 e.  Other Locational Data: Deer Creek Debris Basin Elevation: 2,905 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) 

Directions: From the intersection of highway 210 and Haven Avenue in the city of Rancho Cucamonga, California, proceed 
north on haven avenue for 1.9 miles.  At this point the road will turn to dirt, continue north 0.45 mile to unnamed fork in the road. 
Proceed north east at the fork and proceed 0.22 mile northwest to another unnamed fork.  Proceed north at the fork and travel 
0.35 mile.  At this point the resource is located 500 feet east northeast.    

 
*P3a.  Description: This site is a large, single feature, historic-period flood control feature oriented east to west in a high volume 
north to south flowing wash.  This site consists of a large, 50-foot wide spillway with railroad track or I-beams embedded in the 
concrete and two large channels on the east and west ends.   
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH06 (water conveyance system) 
*P4.  Resources Present: ☐Building Structure  
☐Object  Site  ☐District  Element of District  
☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Flood control feature 
with gates to east and west View: north Date: 
9/25/2014 Photo No.028.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic ☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: C. Cunningham  and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
*P9. Date: 9/25/2014 Recorded ☐Updated  
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 

archaeological survey 
 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  -  The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD    Primary # : 
  Trinomial :  
 
Page 2 of 7                  Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): FE-004      
 
*A1. Dimensions a.  Length N-S:  39 meters (129 feet) × b.  Width E-W: 27 meters (91 feet) 
 Method of Measurement:   Paced     Taped      Visual estimate     Other: GPS      

Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features     Soil     Vegetation     
Topography    Cut bank     Animal burrow     Excavation     Property boundary     Other (Explain):              

 Reliability of Determination:   High     Medium      Low   Explain:  
Limitations (Check any that apply):  Restricted access  Paved/built over  Disturbances  Site limits 
incompletely defined   Vegetation    Other (Explain): There is a steep slope with loose rocks at eastern edge of 
recorded site boundary.     

 
A2. Depth:  None   Unknown Method of Determination: Not Tested 
 
*A3. Human Remains:  Present   Absent   Possible   Unknown (Explain):              
 
*A4. Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each 

feature on sketch map.):  This single feature historic-period site contains one large flood control feature consisting of a 
concrete spillway with large concrete channels attached to the east and west ends and remnants of a third detached 
concrete channel. In the eastern channel, a wooden gate hangs from steel beams. The western channel has no wooden 
gate but contains similar steel mounts indicating there may have once been a wooden gate. The gate on the eastern 
channel is composed of several large boards fastened by two metal bands.  Bands are connected to steel beams on top of 
the concrete channel walls.  The boards of this gate are blown out and appear to have been struck by large rocks from the 
north end. The western channel walls appear to have identical steel beams on top that most likely connected to a similar if 
not identical wooden gate in the past.   

  
 At the northwest corner of the western channel attached to the main spillway is a third, detached channel.  This 

component consists of remnants of two parallel over-poured concrete walls trending north to south for approximately 35 
feet and turning northeast to southwest for an additional 35 feet.  These walls are spaced apart approximately 20 feet.     

 
 The main spillway between the two east and west channels measures 50 feet wide (east to west) and has approximately 

50 railroad track sections or I-beams embedded in the concrete. I beams or rail track run north to south. The area south of 
the spillway contains large rocks encased in concrete.  No forms have been used for this concrete and the edge of this 
area is rough and irregular. The walls on either side of the spillway are constructed of over-poured concrete. These walls 
are around 20 feet in height. 

 
*A5. Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with 

features.): No associated artifacts were observed in the vicinity.   
 
A6. Were Specimens Collected?  No   Yes (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens 

are curated.) 
 
*A7. Site Condition:  Good   Fair   Poor (Describe disturbances.): Located in a large wash, this site shows typical 

signs of erosion and has been damaged by falling granite boulders and cobbles but overall it is in fair condition.   
 
*A8. Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.): This site is located within large seasonal wash.        
 
*A9. Elevation: 2,905 feet AMSL       
 
A10. Environmental Setting (Describe culturally relevant variables such as: vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, 

slope, aspect, exposure, etc.): This site is located in the large Deer Creek drainage channel with a steep slope and 
heavy vegetation to east of recorded site boundary. The soil in the area consists of loose rocks and boulders that have 
washed down from the adjacent mountains. 

 
A11. Historical Information: None 
 
*A12. Age:  Prehistoric    Protohistoric   1542-1769    1769-1848   1848-1880     1880-1914        1914-1945    

Post 1945  Undetermined (Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historical dates if 
known): The exact age of the feature is unknown.  However the methods used in the construction of this feature suggest 
it is historic in age.   

 
A13. Interpretations (Discuss data potential function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations): None 
 

DPR 523E-Test (12/93) 



State of California  -  The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD    Primary # : 
  Trinomial :  
 
Page 3 of 7                  Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): FE-004      
A14. Remarks:  ECORP archaeologists noted an extensive system of similar features (unrecorded) located outside 

of the project survey area.  These features were not recorded due to private property access restrictions.  This 
site is likely part of a larger system of water control features. 

 
A15. References (Documents, informants, maps, and other references): None     
 
A16. Photograph (List subjects, direction of view, and accession numbers or attach a Photograph Record.):  Frames 25-31, SB 

County FLOD - 2014-085.004/4a,b,c 
  Original Media/Negatives Kept at: ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
 
*A17. Form Prepared by: A. Myers                             Date:   9/30/2014    
 *Affiliation and Address: ECORP Consulting, Inc.  215 N. 5th Street Redlands, Ca 92373 
     

DPR 523D-Test (12/93)  



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:              
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page 4 of 7                                  *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): FE-004                                                                         
*Recorded by: A. Myers and R. Cunningham   *Date: 9/25/2014             ☒  Continuation     ☐ Update 

 

 
Spillway with railroad track or I-beams embedded 9/25/2014 View: east northeast Photo# 027  

 

 
Eastern channel and blown out wooden gate 9/25/2014 View: north northwest Photo# 026 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:              
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page 5 of 7                                  *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): FE-004                                                                         
*Recorded by: A. Myers and R. Cunningham   *Date: 9/25/2014             ☒  Continuation     ☐ Update 

 
 

 
Western channel with missing wooden gate 9/25/2014 View: North Photo# 031 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



SKETCH MAP 
Page 6 of 7 *Resource Name or #: FE-004
*Drawn By: Andrew Myers *Date: September 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523K (1/95)

*Required Information
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Page 7  of  7 *Resource Name or #: FE-004
*Map Name: Cucamonga Peak (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
LOCATION MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523J (1/95)

*Required Information
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 4 *Resource Name or #: FE-005 
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Cucamonga Peak Date: 1966 (rev. 1988) T: 1N; R: 7W; NW¼ of NW¼ of Sec:13 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S: 447296mE  /  3782138mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Deer Creek Debris Basin Elevation:2900 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)  

Directions: From the intersection of highway 210 and Haven Avenue in the city of Rancho Cucamonga, California, proceed 
north on haven avenue for 1.9 miles.  At this point the road will turn to dirt, continue north 0.45 mile to unnamed fork in the road. 
Proceed northeast at the fork and proceed 0.22 mile northeast to another unnamed fork.  Proceed north at the fork and travel 
0.35 mile.  At this point the resource is located 320 feet east northeast.     

 
*P3a.  Description: This single feature historic-period site is a flood control feature consisting of north to south trending terraced 
slabs of concrete and remnants of over-poured concrete walls with exposed rebar. 
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH06 (water conveyance systems)  
*P4.  Resources Present: ☐Building  
☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  
☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Overview of 
concrete slabs and exposed rebar View: 
Northwest Date: 9/25/2014 Photo No.033.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
 Historic ☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by:  
R. Cunningham and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9. Date: 9/25/2014  Recorded ☐Updated 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 

archaeological survey 
 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  -  The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD    Primary # : 
  Trinomial :  
 
Page 2 of 4                 Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder):       
 
 
*A1. Dimensions: a. Length: N-S: 41 feet (12.5 meters) × b.  Width E-W: 19.5 feet (6 meters) 
 Method of Measurement:   Paced     Taped      Visual estimate     Other:   

Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features     Soil   Vegetation    Topography  
 Cut bank     Animal burrow     Excavation     Property boundary     Other (Explain):              

 Reliability of Determination:   High     Medium      Low   Explain:  
Limitations (Check any that apply):  Restricted access  Paved/built over  Disturbances  Site limits 
incompletely defined   Vegetation    Other (Explain) 

 
A2. Depth: None   Unknown Method of Determination: Not Tested 
 
*A3. Human Remains:  Present   Absent   Possible   Unknown (Explain):              
 
*A4. Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each 

feature on sketch map.): This single feature historic-period site contains a series of north-south trending terraced 
concrete slabs set on top of wire wrapped cobbles.  The recorded portion of the feature measures 41 feet north to south 
and 19.5 feet east to west. Slabs average approximately 5 inches thick.  Remnants of north-south trending walls are at the 
east and west edge of the feature with exposed rebar protruding.  This feature continues to the south for an indefinite 
length but due to a limited survey area was not recorded in its entirety.   

  
*A5. Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with 

features.): No artifacts were observed in the vicinity.   
 
A6. Were Specimens Collected?  No   Yes (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens 

are curated.) 
 
*A7. Site Condition:  Good   Fair   Poor (Describe disturbances.): This feature is highly eroded and only remnants 

remain.   
 
*A8. Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.): This site is located in seasonal drainage/wash.   
 
*A9. Elevation: 2,900 feet AMSL       
 
A10. Environmental Setting (Describe culturally relevant variables such as: vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, 

slope, aspect, exposure, etc.): Located within seasonal drainage/wash with loose cobbles.   
 
A11. Historical Information: None 
  
*A12. Age:  Prehistoric    Protohistoric   1542-1769    1769-1848   1848-1880     1880-1914        1914-1945    

Post 1945  Undetermined (Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historical dates if 
known): The age of this feature is unknown.  However, the extent of weathering and the materials used suggest that this 
feature is historic in age. 

 
A13. Interpretations (Discuss data potential function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations): None 
    
A14. Remarks: ECORP archaeologists noted an extensive system of similar features (unrecorded) located outside of 

the project survey area.  These features were not recorded due to private property access restrictions.  This 
site is likely part of a larger system of water control features. 

    
A15. References (Documents, informants, maps, and other references):   None  
 
A16. Photograph (List subjects, direction of view, and accession numbers or attach a Photograph Record.):  Frames 33-34, SB 

County FLOD - 2014-085.004/4a,b,c 
  Original Media/Negatives Kept at: ECORP Consulting, Inc.  
 
*A17. Form Prepared by: A. Myers                         Date: 9/30/2014      
   
 *Affiliation and Address: ECORP Consulting, Inc., 215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, Ca 92373 

DPR 523C (1/95)  *Required Information 
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Page 4  of  4 *Resource Name or #: FE-005
*Map Name: Cucamonga Peak (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-011 
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Cucamonga Peak Date: 1966, rev. 1988 T: 1 N; R: 7 W; NE¼ of NE ¼ of Sec 23 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD83 Zone 11: 446796 mE  /  3780450  mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Hillside Basin    Elevation: 2,208 feet  

Directions: From the intersection of California State Highway 210 (Foothill Freeway) and Haven Avenue, travel north on Haven 
Avenue for 1.92 miles. Turn west on an unnamed paved access road for the Hillside Basin facility and travel for 0.1 mile. From 
this point the site is located approximately 440 feet south in a moderately vegetated area.  

 
*P3a.  Description: The site consists of a probable historic-period flood control feature that includes a rock wall composed of 
granite cobbles wrapped in steel wire mesh. There are six identifiable segments (A to F) that, at one time, composed a single wall 
intended to slow and/or divert flood water during the historic use of the basin. The feature trends northwest to southeast for a 
distance of approximately 384 feet and measures approximately 3 feet tall by 3 feet wide.     
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes:  AH11-Wall/ Fence 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 

 
P5b.  Description of Photo: 
Overview of segment C at Hillside 
Basin, View:  NW Date: 7/2/14 
Photo No. 79.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources: Historic  
☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and 
A. Myers   
 
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9. Date:  Recorded ☐Updated:  

7/02/2014   
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian archaeological survey 

 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Trinomial   
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD 
Page  2  of  4 *Resource Name or #:  FLOD-011 
 

*A1.  Dimensions:  a.  Length:  384 feet  ( NW-SE) ×  b.  Width:  3 feet ( NE-SW) 
Method of Measurement:   Paced     Taped     Visual estimate     Other:  Map 
Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features    Soil    Vegetation    Topography 
 Cut bank    Animal burrow    Excavation    Property boundary    Other (Explain):   
 

Reliability of Determination:   High    Medium     Low    Explain:   
 

Limitations (Check any that apply):   Restricted access    Paved/built over    Site limits incompletely defined 
 Disturbances    Vegetation     Other (Explain):   
 

A2.  Depth:    None  Unknown Method of Determination:  Not tested 
 

*A3.  Human Remains:   Present    Absent    Possible    Unknown (Explain):   
 

*A4.  Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each feature on sketch map.):   
 This site is a single, linear, flood control feature that consists of a rock wall composed of granite cobbles wrapped in steel wire 

mesh. This site is located within the Hillside Basin APE. There are six identifiable segments (A to F) that at onetime composed a 
single wall intended to slow and/or divert flood water or heavy runoff during the historic use of the basin. The feature trends 
northwest to southeast for a total distance of approximately 384 feet and measures approximately 3 feet tall by 3 feet wide at its 
base.  The northern side of the wall is vertical while the southern side of the wall is built at an angle to support the north facing 
side.  Thus, the top of the wall is narrower than the base and measures approximately 2 feet wide. Individual wall segments 
measure as follows: Segment A is 36 feet long (northwest to southeast); Segment B is 17 feet long (northwest to southeast); 
Segment C is 68 feet long (northwest to southeast); Segment D is 34 feet long (northwest to southeast); Segment E is 71 feet 
long (northwest to southeast); and Segment F is 34 feet long (northwest to southeast). 

 
*A5.  Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with features.):  N/A 
 

*A6.  Were Specimens Collected?   No     Yes  (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens are curated.) 
 
*A7.  Site Condition:   Good     Fair     Poor  (Describe disturbances.):  This site contains erosion from flooding/runoff of basin 
water, sediment build-up, and is moderately vegetated.  
 
*A8.  Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.):  The site is located within the Hillside Basin facility. A concrete water diversion 
system is located approximately 500 feet west of feature. 
 
*A9.  Elevation:  2,208 feet 
 
A10.  Environmental Setting  (Describe culturally relevant variables such as vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, slope, aspect, 

exposure, etc.):  Located at the gradually sloping base of the southern San Bernardino Range foothills with both alluvial and 
colluvial sedimentation. Chaparral habitat includes oak woodland and riparian woodland vegetation including scrub oak, yucca, 
chamise, white sage, mountain mahogany, ceanothus, sugar brush, manzanita, and native grasses. 

 
A11.  Historical Information:  None 
 
*A12.  Age:   Prehistoric    Protohistoric    1542-1769    1769-1848    1848-1880    1880-1914    1914-1945 
 Post 1945     Undetermined     Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historic dates if known:  The 
exact age of this feature is undetermined.  However, based on construction material type, erosion, wear, and temporal 
difference to other features in the Hillside Basin facility,  this site is likely historic in age. 

 
A13.  Interpretations (Discuss data potential, function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations):  None 
 
A14.  Remarks:  None 
 
A15.  References (Documents, informants, maps, and other references):  None 
 
A16.  Photographs (List subjects, direction of view, and accession numbers or attach a Photograph Record.):   Frames 77-79, SB County 

FLOD - 2014-085.004/4a,b,c 
 Original Media/Negatives Kept at:  Ecorp Consulting, Inc. 

 
*A17.  Form Prepared by: H.Hicok Date: July 31, 2014 
 Affiliation and Address:  ECORP Consulting, Inc., 215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, Ca 92373 

DPR 523C (1/95) *Required information 
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Page 4  of  4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-011
*Map Name: Cucamonga Peak (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-012 
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Cucamonga Peak Date: 1966, rev. 1988 T: 1 N; R 7 W; SW ¼ of NW ¼ of Sec 13 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S: 447364.62 mE   /  3781766.64 mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Deer Creek Canyon  Elevation: 2,743 feet  

Directions: From the intersection of California State Highway 210 (Foothill Freeway) and Haven Avenue, travel north on Haven 
Avenue for approximately 2.41 miles. From this location take the east fork on an unnamed paved road through an access gate 
for approximately 0.39 mile to a paved pull out north of the Deer Creek spillway. From this location travel 385 feet to the 
southeast. The site is located on the southeast side of a moderately vegetated rocky slope.   

 
*P3a.  Description: The site consists of a probable historic-period flood control feature that includes two segments of a rock wall 
and a small spillway. The wall is composed of granite cobbles wrapped in steel wire mesh and the two segments (A and B) are 
divided by a formed concrete spillway. The feature is built into the slope of an existing flood channel and follows the contour of the 
raised landform.  
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH11-Wall/ Fence 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: Site 
overview, view east. Date: 
5/14/2014. Photo No. 35.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources: Historic  
☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and 
A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9. Date:  Recorded ☐Updated:     
7/02/2014 
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive 
pedestrian archaeological survey 

 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Trinomial   
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD 
Page  2  of  4 *Resource Name or #:  FLOD-012  
 

*A1.  Dimensions:  a.  Length(E-W): 169 feet  ×  b.  Width(N-S): 3 feet   
Method of Measurement:   Paced     Taped     Visual estimate     Other:  Map 
Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features    Soil    Vegetation    Topography 
 Cut bank    Animal burrow    Excavation    Property boundary    Other (Explain):   
 

Reliability of Determination:   High    Medium     Low    Explain:   
 

Limitations (Check any that apply):   Restricted access    Paved/built over    Site limits incompletely defined 
 Disturbances    Vegetation     Other (Explain):   
 

A2.  Depth:  None  Unknown   Method of Determination: Not Tested   
 
*A3.  Human Remains:   Present    Absent    Possible    Unknown (Explain):   
 

*A4.  Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each feature on sketch map.):   
 The single linear flood control feature includes two segments of a a rock wall (A and B) that is composed of granite cobbles 

wrapped in steel wire mesh.  The two segments are divided by a formed concrete spillway. The eastern wall segment (Segment 
A) measures 35 feet long and the western segment (Segment B) measures 120 feet long. The entire feature measures 
approximately 169 feet long (roughly east to west).  This feature is built into the slope of an existing flood channel and follows 
the contour of the landform in a semi zig-zag shape. The feature is partially buried and exposed areas measure between 2 and 
5 feet in height. The exposed top of the feature measures approximately 2 feet wide.   

 
*A5.  Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with features.):  None 
 

*A6.  Were Specimens Collected?   No     Yes  (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens are curated.) 
 
*A7.  Site Condition:   Good     Fair     Poor  (Describe disturbances.):  Erosion from flooding/runoff, sediment build-up, 
moderately vegetated. 
 
*A8.  Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.):  Situated within a large drainage channel. 
 
*A9.  Elevation:  2,743 Feet AMSL 
 
A10.  Environmental Setting  (Describe culturally relevant variables such as vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, slope, aspect, 
exposure, etc.):  This site is located at the mouth of the large drainage channel in Deer Creek Canyon. Soils include heavy alluvial 
sedimentation. Chaparral habitat includes oak woodland and riparian woodland vegetation including scrub oak, yucca, chamise, 
white sage, mountain mahogany, ceanothus, sugar brush, manzanita, and native grasses. 
 
A11.  Historical Information:  None 
 
*A12.  Age:   Prehistoric    Protohistoric    1542-1769    1769-1848    1848-1880    1880-1914    1914-1945 
 Post 1945     Undetermined     Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historic dates if known:  The 
exact age of feature is undetermined. Hhowever, based on construction material type, erosion, wear, and temporal difference to 
other features in the facility, it is likely historic in age. 

 
A13.  Interpretations (Discuss data potential, function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations):  None 
 
A14.  Remarks:  ECORP archaeologists noted an extensive system of similar features (unrecorded) located outside of the project 

survey area.  These features were not recorded due to private property access restrictions.  This site is likely part of a larger 
system of water control features. 

 
A15.  References (Documents, informants, maps, and other references):  None 
 
A16.  Photographs (List subjects, direction of view, and accession numbers or attach a Photograph Record.):   Frames  81-84, SB County 

FLOD - 2014-085.004/4a,b,c 
 Original Media/Negatives Kept at: Ecorp Consulting, Inc.  
 

*A17.  Form Prepared by: H.Hicok Date: July 31, 2014 
 Affiliation and Address:  ECORP Consulting, Inc., 215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, Ca 92373 

 

DPR 523C (1/95) *Required information 
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Page 4  of  4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-012
*Map Name: Cucamonga Peak (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-013 
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Cucamonga Peak Date:1966, rev. 1988  T:1N; R:7W; SW¼ of NW¼ of Sec13 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11: 447240mE  /  3781571mN 
 e.  Other Locational Data: Deer Creek Debris Basin                               Elevation: 2,665 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) 

Directions: From the intersection of the 210 freeway and Haven Avenue in the city of Rancho Cucamonga, proceed north on 
Haven for 1.95 miles.  At this point the road will turn to dirt, continue 0.44mile north to an unnamed fork, proceed northeast at 
the fork for 0.19 mile. At this point the resources will be located 334 feet due east. 

 
*P3a.  Description: This is a probable historic-period flood control feature comprised of a low laying wire-wrapped cobble wall 
adjoined by concrete formed water diversion structure.  The cobble wall contains two small concrete spillways.  The overall length 
of the rock wall is 120 feet and the feature trends east to west.  The formed concrete flood diversion structure/channel at the west 
end of the wall measures 13.5 feet in length (northeast to southwest) and has two small vertical I-beams in the center of the 
channel.    
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH11 (walls, fences); AH06 (water conveyance system) 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: Overview of 
water diversion structure at the west end 
of feature.  View: west/southwest Date: 
7/3/2014 Photo No.088.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources: Historic  
☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and  
A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9. Date:  Recorded ☐Updated  
7/3/2014  

 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian archaeological survey 

 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Trinomial   
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD 
Page  2  of  4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-013  

*A1.  Dimensions:  a. Length (E-W): 135 feet (41 meters)   ×   b. Width(N-S): 15 feet (4.5 meters)  
Method of Measurement:  ☐ Paced    ☐ Taped    ☐ Visual estimate    ☒ Other: GPS data   
Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features    Soil    Vegetation    Topography 
☐ Cut bank   ☐ Animal burrow   ☐ Excavation   ☐ Property boundary   ☐ Other (Explain):   
 

Reliability of Determination:  ☒ High   ☐ Medium    ☐ Low    Explain:  
 

Limitations (Check any that apply):  ☐ Restricted access   ☐ Paved/built over   ☐ Site limits incompletely defined 

☒ Disturbances   ☐ Vegetation    ☐ Other (Explain):   
 
A2.  Depth:  ☐ None ☒ Unknown    Method of Determination: Not tested   

*A3.  Human Remains:  ☐ Present   ☒ Absent   ☐ Possible   ☐ Unknown (Explain):   
 

*A4.  Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each feature on sketch map.):   
 This is a historic-period flood control feature comprised of two components, a low lying wire wrapped rock wall and a cement 

formed water diversion structure. This site is located within the Deer Creek Basin Survey Area but is not within the Project APE. 
The wire wrapped wall has two concrete spillways on its top that each measure approximately 2 feet in length east-west. The 
overall length of the rock wall segment is 120 feet.  A formed concrete water diversion structure joins the rock wall on its western 
side. This structure contains two walls that form a channel allowing water to flow through north to south. This structure measures 
15 feet east to west and 14 feet north to south and contains two vertical I-beams at  its northern extent. 

 
*A5.  Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with features.):  None 
*A6.  Were Specimens Collected?  ☒ No    ☐ Yes  (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens are curated.) 

*A7.  Site Condition:  ☒ Good    ☐ Fair    ☐ Poor  (Describe disturbances.):  
 
*A8.  Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.):   The site is sitiuated within the Deer Creek drainage channel 
 
*A9.  Elevation: 2,669 AMSL  
 
A10.  Environmental Setting  (Describe culturally relevant variables such as vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, slope, aspect, 

exposure, etc.):  This site is located in maintained flood control basin adjacent to seasonal drainage/wash surrounded by low lying 
brush, loose sandy soil, and large granite boulders.  

 
A11.  Historical Information: None   
 

*A12.  Age:  ☐ Prehistoric   ☐ Protohistoric   ☐ 1542-1769   ☐ 1769-1848   ☐ 1848-1880   ☐ 1880-1914   ☐ 1914-1945 

☐ Post 1945    ☒ Undetermined     Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historic dates if known:  The age of 
this site is unknown. However, the amount of weathering present and construction materials suggest that the site is historic in 
age. 

 
A13.  Interpretations (Discuss data potential, function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations):  None 
 
A14.  Remarks:  ECORP archaeologists noted an extensive system of similar features (unrecorded) located outside of surveyed 

area.  These features were not recorded due to private property access restrictions.  This site is likely part of a larger system of 
water control features. 

 
A15.  References (Documents, informants, maps, and other references):  None 
 
A16.  Photographs (List subjects, direction of view, and accession numbers or attach a Photograph Record.): Frames  87-88, SB County 

FLOD - 2014-085.004/4a,b,c 
 Original Media/Negatives Kept at: ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
                                                           

*A17.  Form Prepared by:  Andrew Myers Date: August 6th, 2014  
      Affiliation and Address: :  ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
                                                   215 N. 5th Street 
                                                     Redlands, Ca 92373  
DPR 523C (1/95) *Required information 
 



Page 3 of 4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-013
*Drawn By: Andrew Myers *Date: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
SKETCH MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial
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Page 4  of  4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-013
*Map Name: Cucamonga Peak (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
LOCATION MAP
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   

PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 2 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-015-I 
 
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication     Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b.  USGS 7.5' Quad:San Bernardino North    Date: 1967 rev.1988   T:1N; R:4W; NW¼ of the NE¼ of Sec:10; B. M.:San 
Bernardino (approximate-muscupiabe land grant)  
 c.  Address:  N/A City:  N/A Zip: N\A 
 d.  UTM:  NAD 83; Zone: 11; 473557 mE  /  3782037 mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data:Brush Canyon Debris Basin       Elevation:1,484 feet above mean sea level 

Directions: From the intersection of Highland Avenue and and North Mountain View Avenue in the city and county of San 
Bernardino, proceed 1.7 miles north on North Mountain View Avenue. At this point, turn right to remain on North Mountain 
Avenue, then proceed 1.2 miles north. From this point, the resource is located 93 feet to the east, within a cement-lined 
wash and basin. 

 
*P3a.  Description: This historic-period isolate consists of one colorless glass bottle base measuring 3 inches in diameter. The 
base is embossed with a Ball Brother’s Glass Manufacturing Company maker’s mark, and NOT TO BE REFILLED embossed on 
the heel. The base is covered with light stippling consistent with 1940s to1950s bottle stippling. 
 

*P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH16. Other (Isolates) 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: Colorless glass bottle 
base View: Detail Date:7/9/2014 
Photo No. 108 
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources:Historic  Prehistoric Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard, A. Myers    
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9.  Date Recorded: 7/9/2014 

 
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 
archaeological survey 
 
 
 
 
 

*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  District Record  Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
Artifact Record  Photograph Record   Other (List):  
DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   

PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 2 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-016-I 
 
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:   Not for Publication     Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
*b.  USGS 7.5' Quad:San Bernardino North  Date: 1967, rev.1988 -  Isolate falls on portion of unsectioned muscupiabe land 
grant south of SE¼; of T:1N; R:4N of Sec: 14.   

 c.  Address:  N/A City: N/A Zip: N/A 
 d.  UTM:  NAD 83; Zone: 11; 475215 mE  /  3779187 mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Twin Creeks Spreading Grounds   Elevation:1,289 feet above mean sea level 

Directions: From the intersection of Highland Avenue and and Del Rosa Avenue in the city and county of San Bernardino, 
proceed 0.75 mile north on Del Rosa Avenue. At this point, turn left (west) onto Lynwood Drive. Proceed west for 0.69 mile 
and turn right (north) onto Harrison Street. Proceed north on Harrison Street for 0.45 mile. From this point, the resource is 
located 0.25 mile west, on the western edge of Twin Creeks Spreading Grounds  flood control basin. 

 
*P3a.  Description: This historic-period isolate consists of two shards of sun-colored amethyst glass. The first shard is a rim 
fragment from a small measuring cup. The shard is embossed with OZ just below the rim. The second shard is located 
approximately 15 meters south of the first. This shard is unmarked.  
 

*P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH16. Other (Isolates) 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  Structure  Object  Site  District  Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b. Description of Photo: Detail of embossed rim shard of 
isolated SCA glass.  View:Detail Date: 7/10/2014 Photo No. 
108 
 

*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources:Historic 
Prehistoric Both 
 

*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 

*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard, A. Myers    
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9.  Date Recorded: 7/10/2014 

 
 

*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian archaeological 
survey 
 

*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
 
*Attachments: NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  District Record  Linear Feature Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
Artifact Record  Photograph Record   Other (List):  

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-017 
 
P1.  Other Identifier: 

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Harrison Mountain Date: 1967, rev. 1988 T:1N; R:3W ; SE ¼ of SE ¼ of Sec 27 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S: 483805.97 mE 3777341.19 mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Cook Canyon Basin  Elevation: 1,825 feet 

Directions: From the intersection of State Route 330 (City Creek Road) and Highland Avenue travel east-southeast for 
approximately 0.57 mile and then turn north on Orchard Road. Travel on Orchard Road for 0.2 mile and then turn east on 
Arroyo Vista Drive and travel for another 0.2 mile. From this point take the north fork through the gated entrance to Cook 
Canyon Basin facility on an unnamed unpaved maintenance road. Travel north, northeast for approximately 0.2 mile. From this 
point the site is located upslope approximately 70 feet northeast.  

 
*P3a.  Description: Site consists of a historic-period bridge abutment located on the north side of Cook Canyon above a large 
drainage. The abutment is built into the steep slope of the canyon and is made of formed concrete measuring approximately 17 
feet long (east to west) and approximately 4 feet tall.   
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH2-Foundations 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: Overview 
FLOD017 - Bridge abutment, Cook 
Canyon, Date: 7/15/14 View: north.  
Photo No. 134 
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources:Historic ☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. 
Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
*P9.   Date:   Recorded ☐Updated:  
7/15/14        
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 

archaeological survey 
 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
 Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Trinomial   
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD 
Page 2 of  4 *Resource Name or #:  FLOD-017 
 

*A1.  Dimensions:  a. Length(E-W ):17 feet   ×  b.  Width( N-S ): 3 feet   
Method of Measurement:   Paced     Taped     Visual estimate     Other:   
Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features    Soil    Vegetation    Topography 
 Cut bank    Animal burrow    Excavation    Property boundary    Other (Explain):   
 

Reliability of Determination:   High    Medium     Low    Explain:   
 

Limitations (Check any that apply):   Restricted access    Paved/built over    Site limits incompletely defined 
 Disturbances    Vegetation     Other (Explain):   
 

A2.  Depth:   None  Unknown  Method of Determination:  Not tested 
 
*A3.  Human Remains:   Present    Absent    Possible    Unknown (Explain):  
 

*A4.  Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each feature on sketch map.):   
 This site consists of a single historic-period bridge abutment located on the north side of Cook Canyon above a large drainage. 

The abutment is built into the steep slope of the canyon and is made of formed concrete measuring approximately 17 feet long 
(east to west) and approximately 4 feet tall.  It should be noted that there is no matching abutment located on the south side of 
the canyon. 

 
*A5.  Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with features.):  None 
 
 

*A6.  Were Specimens Collected?   No     Yes  (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens are curated.) 
 
*A7.  Site Condition:   Good     Fair     Poor  (Describe disturbances.):  Highly eroded and moderately vegetated. 
 
*A8.  Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.): Located on the northern edge of a large drainage  
 
*A9.  Elevation:  1,825 feet 
 
A10.  Environmental Setting  (Describe culturally relevant variables such as vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, slope, aspect, 

exposure, etc.):  This site is located on the highly eroded steep northern slope of a large drainage with alluvial deposition. 
Chaparral habitat includes oak woodland and riparian woodland vegetation including scrub oak, yucca, chamise, white sage, 
mountain mahogany, ceanothus, sugar brush, manzanita, and native grasses. 

 
A11.  Historical Information: None  
 
*A12.  Age:   Prehistoric    Protohistoric    1542-1769    1769-1848    1848-1880    1880-1914    1914-1945 
 Post 1945     Undetermined     Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historic dates if known:  The 
exact age of feature is undetermined.  However, based on construction material type, erosion and temporal difference to other 
features in the facility, it is likely historic in age. 

 
A13.  Interpretations (Discuss data potential, function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations):  None 
 
A14.  Remarks:  None 
 
A15.  References (Documents, informants, maps, and other references): None  
 
A16.  Photographs (List subjects, direction of view, and accession numbers or attach a Photograph Record.):   Frame 134, SB County 

FLOD - 2014-085.004/4a,b,c 
 Original Media/Negatives Kept at:  Ecorp Consulting, Inc. 

 
*A17.  Form Prepared by: H. Hicok Date: August 4, 2017 
 Affiliation and Address:  ECORP Consulting, Inc., 215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, Ca 92373 

 

DPR 523C (1/95) *Required information 
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*Drawn By: Andrew Myers *Date: June 2014
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Page 4  of  4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-017
*Map Name: Cucamonga Peak (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 5 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-018 
 
P1.  Other Identifier: 

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Redlands   Date: 1967, rev. 1988  T:1S; R:2W ; SW ¼ of NE ¼ of Sec 6 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S: 488011.18 mE  /  3774834.42 mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Oak Creek Basin   Elevation: 1,685 feet 

Directions: From the intersection of California State Highway 210 (Foothill Freeway/Martin A. Matich) and Greenspot Road, 
travel east on Greenspot Road for approximately 3.58 miles. Turn north onto San Benito Street and travel for 0.35 miles until 
you reach the canal. Head east along the paved unnamed road  that parallels the canal until you reach the end of the pavement 
(approximately 0.17 miles). At this point the site is located approximately 450 feet northeast on the northern bank of Oak Creek.  

 
*P3a.  Description: The site consists of a historic-period wall or foundation segment made of native rock and concrete mortar. The 
top of the wall is capped with concrete and portions have been inscribed with initials and numbers, possibly dates. The feature is 
situated up slope in the northern bank of the Oak Creek dry creek bed. The feature does not appear to relate to flood control or 
water conveyance within the basin.    
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: HP1-Unknown 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: FLOD018 
Close up profile of rock and concrete wall 
(height 2 feet), view east, southeast. 
7/15/14. Photo No. 141  
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources:Historic ☐ Prehistoric ☐ Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. 
Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9.   Date:  Recorded ☐Updated:  
7/15/14 
 

*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian archaeological survey 
 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Trinomial   
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD 
Page 2 of  5 *Resource Name or #:  FLOD-018 
 

*A1.  Dimensions:  a.  Length: 16 feet  (E-W ) ×  b.  Width: 1.5 feet  ( N-S ) 
Method of Measurement:   Paced     Taped     Visual estimate     Other:   
Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features    Soil    Vegetation    Topography 
 Cut bank    Animal burrow    Excavation    Property boundary    Other (Explain):   
 

Reliability of Determination:   High    Medium     Low    Explain:   
 

Limitations (Check any that apply):   Restricted access    Paved/built over    Site limits incompletely defined 
 Disturbances    Vegetation     Other (Explain):   
 

A2.  Depth:  None  Unknown   Method of Determination: Not Tested   
 
*A3.  Human Remains:   Present    Absent    Possible    Unknown (Explain):   
 

*A4.  Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each feature on sketch map.):   
Feature includes a wall or foundation segment made of native rock and concrete mortar. The top of the wall is capped with 
concrete that has been inscribed with two groupings of initials and numbers, possibly dates. The first grouping reads, “E.H.O.C. 5 
2 576,” and the second grouping appears to be “194S” (but is likely 1945) with initials “EM” repeated in two locations around the 
number.  
 
The feature is situated up slope in the northern bank of the Oak Creek dry creek bed and portions remain buried or obscured by 
vegetation. The visible segment measures approximately 15 feet 7 inches long (north-south), 1.5 feet wide (east-west) and 
approximately 2 feet tall. The feature does not appear to relate to flood control or water conveyance within the basin. However, it 
likely relates to the historic use of the greater Oak Creek flood area.    
 

*A5.  Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with features.):  None observed 
 

*A6.  Were Specimens Collected?   No     Yes  (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens are curated.) 
 
*A7.  Site Condition:   Good     Fair     Poor  (Describe disturbances.):  Highly eroded and moderately vegetated. 
 
*A8.  Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.): Located on the northern bank of Oak Creek 
*A9.  Elevation: 1685 feet 
A10.  Environmental Setting  (Describe culturally relevant variables such as vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, slope, aspect, 

exposure, etc.):  Located on a highly vegetated bench in the northern bank of Oak Creek. Soils include alluvial deposition. 
Chaparral habitat includes oak woodland and riparian woodland vegetation including sycamore, scrub oak, yucca, chamise, 
white sage, mountain mahogany, ceanothus, sugar brush, manzanita, and native grasses. 

 
A11.  Historical Information:   
 

*A12.  Age:   Prehistoric    Protohistoric    1542-1769    1769-1848    1848-1880    1880-1914    1914-1945 
 Post 1945     Undetermined     Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historic dates if known:   

 
A13.  Interpretations (Discuss data potential, function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations):  Exact age of feature is undetermined, 

however, based on construction material type, erosion and temporal difference to other features in the facility, it is likely historic 
in age. 

 
A14.  Remarks:   
 
A15.  References (Documents, informants, maps, and other references):   
 
A16.  Photographs (List subjects, direction of view, and accession numbers or attach a Photograph Record.):   Frames 137-141, SB County 

FLOD - 2014-085.004/4a,b,c 
 

 Original Media/Negatives Kept at:  Ecorp Consulting, Inc. 
*A17.  Form Prepared by: H. Hicok Date: August 4, 2017 
 Affiliation and Address:  ECORP Consulting, Inc., 215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, Ca 92373 

 

DPR 523C (1/95) *Required information 
 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  3  of   5                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): FLOD-018 
*Recorded by: Ecorp Consulting, Inc.                   *Date: 7/15/2014                        Continuation      Update 

 
Feature overview showing writing. Detail view. 7/15/2014. Photo # 138 

 
 
 

 
Feature top showing writing. Detail view. 7/15/2014. Photo # 139 

 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



Page 4 of 5 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-018
*Drawn By: Andrew Myers *Date: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
SKETCH MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523K (1/95)

*Required Information
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Page 5  of  5 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-018
*Map Name: Cucamonga Peak (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
LOCATION MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523J (1/95)

*Required Information

FLOD-018

1:24,000

Lo
ca

tio
n: 

\\ro
ck

lin
\m

ap
pin

g d
ata

\20
14

\20
14

-0
85

 S
B 

FL
OD

 P
roj

ec
t\M

AP
S\C

ult
ur

al_
Re

so
urc

es
\Lo

ca
tio

n_
Ma

ps
\FL

OD
_L

oc
.m

xd
 ()-

mg
uid

ry 
7/2

3/2
01

4

0 500 1,000250 Meters
I

0 2,000 4,0001,000 Feet



State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 5 *Resource Name or #:  
 
P1.  Other Identifier: FLOD-019 

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Yucaipa Date:1967 (photorevised 1988)  T:1S; R:1W; NW¼ of NW¼ of Sec:31 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S: 496942 mE  /  3767128mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Oak Glen Creek Basin #1    Elevation:2762 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)  

Directions: From the intersection of California State Route 38 Bryant Street near the city of Yucaipa, California; travel 
south/southeast on Bryant Street 2.66 miles.  At this point the resource will be located 408 feet due east.   

 
*P3a.  Description: This site is a historic-period refuse deposit.  Due to limited property access this site was not recorded in its 
entirety and only a single historic-period bottle base fell within the confines of the surveyed area.  The site appears to extend north 
of the recorded area.  
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH04 – privies, dumps, trash scatters.   
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: Detail of 
historic amber glass bottle base View: 
Detail Date: 7/16/2014 Photo No.147.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources:Historic ☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and  
A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
*P9.   Date:  Recorded   ☐Updated: 
  7/16/2014 
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 
archaeological survey 

 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Trinomial   
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD 
Page  2  of  5 *Resource Name or #:  FLOD-019 
 

*A1.  Dimensions:  a. Length:Undetermined  ×    b. Width: Undetermined  
Method of Measurement:  ☐ Paced    ☐ Taped    ☐ Visual estimate    ☒ Other: GPS Data  
Method of Determination (Check any that apply.):  Artifacts    Features    Soil    Vegetation    Topography 
☐ Cut bank   ☐ Animal burrow   ☒ Excavation   ☐ Property boundary   ☐ Other (Explain):   
 

Reliability of Determination:  ☐ High   ☐ Medium     Low    Explain: Site not recorded in its entirety due to private property 
access issues 
 

Limitations (Check any that apply):  Restricted access   ☐ Paved/built over   Site limits incompletely defined 
 Disturbances   ☐ Vegetation    ☐ Other (Explain):   
 

A2.  Depth:  ☐ None ☒ Unknown      Method of Determination:  Not tested 

*A3.  Human Remains:  ☐ Present   ☒ Absent   ☐ Possible   ☐ Unknown (Explain):   
 

*A4.  Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each feature on sketch map.):   
No Features observed    
 

*A5.  Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with features.):   
Due to property access restrictions only the portion of this site overlapping the project area was recorded in full. The recorded 
portion of this site consists of a single historic-period amber glass bottle base. This artifact is made of heavy glass with a large gas 
blister, no stippling, and two faint basal scars.  Embossed on the bottom is a faint U or C and a partial side seam extends less than 
one inch up from the heel but vanishes quickly.  The diameter of the base measures 3 inches.  Various historic-period cans and 
glass fragments were noted outside of the project area, to the north of the survey boundary.  ECORP archaeologists observed, from 
the northern extent of the survey area, approximately 50 cans, a few sherds of white glaze ceramic, 1 piece of aqua glass, and at 
least 1 matchstick filler can.  These artifacts are located approximately 1 meter from the bottle base. 
 
*A6.  Were Specimens Collected?  ☒ No    ☐ Yes  (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens are curated.) 

*A7.  Site Condition:  ☐ Good    ☒ Fair    ☐ Poor  (Describe disturbances.):   
 
*A8.  Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.):  A seasonal drainage and flood control basin is located within 30 feet to the south 
of the site. 
 
*A9.  Elevation:  2,762 AMSL 
 
A10.  Environmental Setting  (Describe culturally relevant variables such as vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, slope, aspect, 

exposure, etc.):  A small cattle stable is located 130 feet to the northeast.  Soil in the area seems to have been grazed and 
vegetation consists of low laying native grasses.   

 
A11.  Historical Information: None  
 

*A12.  Age:  ☐ Prehistoric   ☐ Protohistoric   ☐ 1542-1769   ☐ 1769-1848   ☐ 1848-1880   ☐ 1880-1914    1914-1945 
 Post 1945    ☐ Undetermined     Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historic dates if known:  
Although not examined closely, artifacts in this deposit appear to date to the first half of the 20th Century. 

 
A13.  Interpretations (Discuss data potential, function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations):  None 
 
A14.  Remarks: None 
 
A15.  References (Documents, informants, maps, and other references):  None 
 
A16.  Photographs:  Frames  145-147, SB County FLOD - 2014-085.004/4a,b,c 
 Original Media/Negatives Kept at: :  ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
                                                         

*A17.  Form Prepared by:  Andrew Myers                                                      Date: 8/5/2014 
      Affiliation and Address: :  ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
                                                  215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, Ca 92373  

DPR 523C (1/95) *Required information 
 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  3  of   5                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): FLOD-019 
*Recorded by: Ecorp Consulting, Inc.                   *Date: 7/15/2014                        Continuation      Update 

 
Site overview showing deposit outside of survey area.  View north. 7/16/2014. Photo # 145 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



Page 4 of 5 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-019
*Drawn By: Andrew Myers *Date: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
SKETCH MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523K (1/95)

*Required Information
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Page 5  of  5 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-019
*Map Name: Cucamonga Peak (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
LOCATION MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523J (1/95)

*Required Information
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 4 *Resource Name or #:  
 
P1.  Other Identifier: FLOD-020 

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Yucaipa  Date:1967 (photorevised 1988)  T:1S; R:1W; NE¼ of NW¼ of Sec:31 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N\A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S: 4971210mE  /  3767159mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Elevation: 2,796 feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL) 

Directions: From the intersection of California State Route 38 and Bryant Street near the city of Yucaipa, California; travel 
south/southeast on Bryant street 2.64 miles.  At this point the resource will be located 986 feet due east. 

 
*P3a.  Description: This is a historic-period flood control feature consisting a small formed concrete box with steel riveted pipe 
protruding to the south and two concrete pipe segments.  
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH06 (water conveyance systems) 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: Detail of 
Steel riveted pipe in concrete View: North 
Date: 7/16/2014 Photo No.152.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources: Historic  
☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and  
A. Myers   
 
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
*P9.   Date:   Recorded   ☐Updated:   
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 

archaeological survey 
 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 

Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Trinomial   
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE RECORD 
Page  2  of  4 *Resource Name or #:   
 

*A1.  Dimensions:  a.Length(N-S): 28 feet (8.5 meters)   ×    b. Width(E-W): 16 feet (5 meters)    
Method of Measurement:  ☐ Paced    ☐ Taped    ☐ Visual estimate    Other: GPS data 
Method of Determination (Check any that apply.): ☐ Artifacts   Features   ☐ Soil   ☐ Vegetation   ☐ Topography 
☐ Cut bank   ☐ Animal burrow   ☐ Excavation   ☐ Property boundary   ☐ Other (Explain):   
 

Reliability of Determination:  ☐ High    Medium    ☐ Low    Explain:  Part of the site has likely been removed by seasonal 
flooding. 
 

Limitations (Check any that apply):  ☐ Restricted access   ☐ Paved/built over   ☐ Site limits incompletely defined 

 Disturbances    Vegetation    ☐ Other (Explain):   
 

A2.  Depth:  ☐ None  Unknown   Method of Determination: Not Tested  
 

*A3.  Human Remains:  ☐ Present    Absent   ☐ Possible   ☐ Unknown (Explain):   
 

*A4.  Features (Number, briefly describe, indicate size, list associated cultural constituents, and show location of each feature on sketch map.):   
 This is a historic-period flood control feature consisting of three components.  The main constituent is a small formed concrete 

box that is set into the hillside with steel riveted pipe protruding out and to the south (downhill).  The second and third 
components are two concrete pipe segments; one is upright and in-situ; and one is prone that has likely fallen out of place. 
These two concrete pipes may have served as support structures for the steel pipe noted above. 

 
*A5.  Cultural Constituents (Describe and quantify artifacts, ecofacts, cultural residues, etc., not associated with features.): None Observed 
 

*A6.  Were Specimens Collected?   No    ☐ Yes  (If yes, attach Artifact Record or catalog and identify where specimens are curated.) 

*A7.  Site Condition:  ☐ Good     Fair    ☐ Poor  (Describe disturbances.):   
 
*A8.  Nearest Water (Type, distance, and direction.):  A flood control basin / season drainage is located 67 feet to the south 
 
*A9.  Elevation: 2,796 AMSL   
 
A10.  Environmental Setting  (Describe culturally relevant variables such as vegetation, fauna, soils, geology, landform, slope, aspect, 

exposure, etc.):  This feature sits on a south facing slope with small shrubs and native grasses.   
 
A11.  Historical Information:  None 
 

*A12.  Age:  ☐ Prehistoric   ☐ Protohistoric   ☐ 1542-1769   ☐ 1769-1848   ☐ 1848-1880   ☐ 1880-1914   ☐ 1914-1945 

☐ Post 1945     Undetermined     Describe position in regional prehistoric chronology or factual historic dates if known:  
This site is of unknown age. However, the construction methods and materials used suggest that it dates to the historic-period. 

 
A13.  Interpretations (Discuss data potential, function[s], ethnic affiliation, and other interpretations):  None 
 
A14.  Remarks: None  
 
A15.  References (Documents, informants, maps, and other references):  None 
 
A16.  Photographs (List subjects, direction of view, and accession numbers or attach a Photograph Record.):  Frames  151-152, SB County 

FLOD - 2014-085.004/4a,b,c 
 Original Media/Negatives Kept at: :  ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
                                                            

*A17.  Form Prepared by: Andrew Myers Date: 8/6/2014 
      Affiliation and Address: :  ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
                                                  215 N. 5th Street 
                                                     Redlands, Ca 92373  
   
 

DPR 523C (1/95) *Required information 
 



Page 3 of 4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-020
*Drawn By: Andrew Myers *Date: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
SKETCH MAP
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HRI #
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Page 4  of  4 *Resource Name or #: FLOD-020
*Map Name: Cucamonga Peak (1996) *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
LOCATION MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523J (1/95)

*Required Information
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APPENDIX D    DPR Site Records for Previously-Recorded Sites (CONFIDENTIAL) 



State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary # P36-000895 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 2 *Resource Name or #: P36-000895 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
*b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Cucamonga Peak   Date:1966, rev. 1988 T:1N ; R:7W; NE¼ of NE¼ of Sec23 and T:1N; R:7W; SE¼ of 
SE¼ of Sec:18 San Bernardino B. M. 

 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11: 446604mE  /  378065mN  (approximate)    
 e.  Other Locational Data: Hillside Basin     Elevation: 2,260 AMSL  

Directions: From the intersection of the 210 freeway and Haven Street in the City of Ranch Cucamonga, California, proceed 
north on Haven for 1.95 miles.  At this point the site would be located .23 miles due west.   

 
*P3a.  Description: P36-000895 is prehistoric site that was determined eligible for the National Registry of Historic Places in 1980. 
This site was originally recorded by N. Leonard in August of 1975.  Cultural constituents originally observed within the site 
boundary include several roasting pits (visible from a trench), two reported metate fragments, one mano, and five flakes.  A spring 
was also noted along the western margin of the site.  Leonard noted that 50% of the site was badly disturbed. (Description 
continued on page two) 
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AP15 - (habitation debris)  
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building ☐Structure ☐Object Site ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 

 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Overview of 
Hillside Basin showing disturbance from 
construction/maintenance. View: Southeast. 
Date: 7/1/2014. Photo No. 69.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
☐Historic  Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
*P9.   Date: ☐ Recorded   Updated:  
7/1/2014 
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 
archaeological survey 
 
 
 
 
 

*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
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ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
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State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #: P36-000895             
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page    2  of   2                                *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): P36-000895 
*Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. Myers      *Date: 8/6/2014               Continuation      Update 
*P3a.  Description (Cont.): This site was revisited in March of 1976 by P. Martz who excavated four test units as part of a 
cultural resource survey for Cucamonga, Demens, Deer and Hillside Creek Channel.  Martz noted that the roasting pits were 
no longer visible and have likely been covered with tons of boulders and debris.  Artifacts recovered during the 1976 testing  
include one obsidian knife, three obsidian flakes, two basalt flakes, one chert flake, and one metate fragment.  Artifacts 
observed on the surface included, one mortar, several manos, five cores, two hammer stones, and three flakes. Martz noted 
that a dirt road cuts through the site to the north and that the Corp of Engineers plan to construct a flood control debris basin 
will further damage the site (Martz 1976).   
 
ECORP archaeologist revisited this site in July of 2014 as part of San Bernardino County’s First Line of Defense Survey 
Project.  Despite intensive survey, no evidence of cultural resources were observed in the originally recorded location.  The 
site may be covered by heavy, dense vegetation and/or extend outside of the surveyed area.  The construction of Hillside 
Basin in 1982 likely damaged or removed this site.  A seep, possibly the same water source described in the original site 
record, was observed.   
 
References: 
 
Leonard, M   
 1975  Site Record for P36-000895.  Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
              Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA.   
Martz,    
 1976  Site update for P36-000895.  Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
              Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA.   
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/1 1. Site SBr 39~ 2. Map __________ _ 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY RECORD 

.3. County 

4. Twp. _______ _ Range ___ __ ___ 1/4 of ____ ._ .. __ 1/4 of Sec. 

~. Location power pole #22111 at eastern portion of ~i~ 

6. On contour elevation _________ _ 

7. Previous designations for site 

8. Owner ---------------- 9. Address 

10. Previous owners, dates 

11. Present tenant 

12. Attitude toward excavation favorable 

13. Description of site 

14. Area __________ _ 15. Depth 60cm in test 16. Height ________ _ 
units 

17. Vegetation ___________ _ 18. Nearest water ______________ _ 

19. Soil of site ___________ _ 20. Surrounding soil type ___________ _ 

21. Previous excavation Four 1 X 2 meter test units excava ted a s part of cultJlral 
resource surveyor Cucamonga, Demens, De er, and Hillside Cr~ ek Channel 

22. Cultivation 23. Erosion ________________ _ 

24. Buildings, roads, etc. dirt road cuts through site to the north 

25. Possibility of destruction _~C~o~r~p~s~o~f~E~n~g~i~n~e~e~r~s~p~l~a~n~a~f~l~o~o~d~c~o~nut~r~o~l~d~e~b~r~i~s~_ 
basin which will further damage tne site 

26. House pits _________________________________ _ 

27. Other fei.1(ures. . the roasting pits are no longer visible, a test unit in the 
area dlscLosed that theb have been destroyed or covered with tons of 

28. Bm+.rl~ boulders and de ris; heavy machinery would be required to 
recover tnis feature. 

29. Artifacts one obsidian knife, three obsidian f"lakes, two basalt flakes, 

one chert flake and one metate fragment recovered; one mortar, several 

manos, five cores, two hammerstones and three flakes observed on the 
surface 

30. Remarks _________________________________ ___ 

31. Published references will be included in EIR for Corps . of Engineers t 
Contract NV. DACW09-76-C-OOll 

32. Accession No. UCR-ARU 42 33. Sketch map complete site map will be 
included in report 

34. Date 3-1-76 35. Recorded by P.Martz 36. Photos ~~~,.----::---_ 
B/\'1 & c olor 
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V ~tJ-P-t --c<go---,;l] ~97'~ ~ ~L3/L - fCj-'s 
Un iversi ty of California 
S5CI{-.J..7 0 '1 . ..J-3.;.>o5 ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE SURVEY RECORD rtt'H'!I,.~f:j 

l. Site SBr Ji"{tf;.. Map Cucamonga Peak USGS 7.5 ' 3 C San Bernardino . ' ounty ~::..=.:.:.-..::..::::.:....:..:.:::..:....:::.!...:..:~ __ 

NE NE 
4. Twp. __ I N ___ _ 

23 
1/4 of Sec . __ L-"14~ ___ _ Range __ 7_W_....; _~s E~_ 1/4 of _---'S,u.E_ 

5. Location high ground between arroyo of smal I spring feed arroyo and fan of Deer 

Canyon; at point where smal I arroyo opens into plain (base of foothi I Is) 

6. On contour elevation 2200-2245 ' 

7. Previous designations for site rrJ-A 5& M ... .3'Z:D. Parcel #201-031-33 

8. Owner Walter H. Laband 9. Address 3311 E. Cameron, West Covina 
91790 

10. P revious owners, dates ____________________________ __ _ 

11. Present tenant L. A. Bureau of Power and Light easement, Cucamonga Water 
District easement 

12. Attitude~wa~excavation _____________________________ _ 

13. Description of site dark midden (dark so i I and fire burnt and cracked rock) on low 

kno II (eastern bank of sma I I arroyo) 

14. Area 75 x 25 meters 15. Depth 30-80 to 90 cms 16. Height ___ _ _ _ _ _ ~_ 

17. Vegetation disturbed (introduced 18. Nearest water surface water a long western marg in 
grasses) , original chamise of site - spring 

19. Soil of site dark grey, rocky 20. Surrounding soil type light brown, rocky 

21. P revious excavation none 

22. Cultivation none __ '-'=~ _________ 23. Erosion ___ _ _____________ _ 

24. Buildings, roads, etc. recently construc ted waterl ine through center of site 

25. Pos sibility of destruction 50% of site bad I y disturbed 

26. House pits _!..'-no""-'-"ne"'---'n'-'-'o"'-t!.-'e"-'d"--____________________________ _ 

27. Other features several pits (roasting pits) visible in trench 

28. Burials none noted 

29. A rei facts _t..:..-w:..:...o::........:m.:.:.:e=--t:....:a=--t:....:e=----:f....:.r:..::a:..,;;9t:..:.m:..::e:..:...n....:.t..::s---.:....r.::.el:..po=-:.....ri..:..-e::::..d::::.!/:....:o:::..:n...:.:e=--....:.m:.:.::a:..:.n.:..:::o~,~t....:.:w~o~c..::o..:..-r.::.e::::.s.L, ----==.a!..Cn::::..d _f~i v:....:e~f:.-I~a::...:.k.:..:::e::::s:_..::o::::b:..:::s~e~r....:.v=e d 

30. Remarks probable site for roasting yucca - see attached sheet 

31. P ublished references wi I I be inc I uded in E I R for Corps of Eng i neers, Cucamonga Wa sh 

32. Accession No. _______ _ 33. Sketc h map _......2sS2eS2e---1Lba!d:c~k _________ _ 

34. Date 8/24/75 35. Recorded by N leonard 36 . Photos B/ W & co I . ...o::o..:....r_ 

Co LL.-t e'17 () IJ A-,-" 6fJC'1 
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PAGE 38 ARCHEOLOGICAL DETERMINATIONS OF NR ELIGIBILITY 12/19/91 

SITE NUMB •. SITE-NAME .•...•..... STAT EVAL-DAT PROG-REF-NUMBER ..... FILE# 

SBR-OOOOO 7 OAKS DAM SAC-28 2 04/12/88 COE870819A 815 
SBR-OOOOO SANTA ANA WELL # 2 2 04/12/88 COE870819A 816 
SBR-OOOOO SEVEN OAKS DAM SAW-4 2 04/12/88 COE870819A 818 
SBR-00072 SBCM 616 CULBERTSON 251 01/05/79 1043 
SBR-00072 6Y1 OS/28/91 USAF891228A 5838 
SBR-00112 251 1664 
SBR-00189 251 1665 
SBR-00317H 252 09/05/90 FERC850826A 3925 

~ SBR-00895 251 01/10/80 1037 
SBR-00895 251 1666 
SBR-01008 15 05/01/82 1667 
SBR-01570 6Y 12/23/87 COE850621A 331 
SBR-01571 6Y 12/23/87 COE850621A 332 
SBR-01606 6Y 06/14/88 BLM880520A 467 
SBR-01642 6Y 06/14/88 BLM880520A 466 
SBR-01908 6Y1 09/05/90 FERC850826A 3895 
SBR-02024 KRAMER/VICTORV CA-SB 6Y 11/02/89 BLM891027A 70 
SBR-02257 6Y BLM891027A 1 
SBR-02257 6Y1 12/11/90 BLM901203A 5214 
SBR-02260 6Y 12/23/87 COE850621A 333 
SBR-02291 6Y1 09/05/90 FERC850826A 3893 
SBR-02659 15 05/01/82 1668 
SBR-02706 7J 03/06/91 USN890227A 5558 
SBR-02770 7J 03/06/91 USN890227A 5559 
SBR-02778 7J 03/06/91 USN890227A 5560 
SBR-02779 7J 03/06/91 USN890227A 5561 
SBR-02793 7J 03/06/91 USN890227A 5562 
SBR-02795 7J 03/06/91 USN890227A 5563 
SBR-02804 7J 03/06/91 USN890227A 5564 
SBR-02845 6Y 12/23/87 COE850621A 334 
SBR-02849 7J 03/06/91 USN890227A 5565 
SBR-02910H NAT OLD TRAILS HWY 252 09/05/90 FERC850826A 3926 
SBR-02964 7J 03/06/91 USN890227A 5566 
SBR-03013 7J 03/06/91 USN890227A 5567 
SBR-03037 6Y1 09/05/90 FERC850826A 3901 
SBR-03038 6Y1 09/05/90 FERC850826A 3906 
SBR-03055H GOFFS RAILRD SIDING 7J 09/10/90 FERC890822B 3875 
SBR-03145 6Y1 06/17/91 USN910422A 71101 
SBR-03186 15 02/01/81 1669 
SBR-03496 6Y 05/30/89 BLM890508A 213 
SBR-03692 WHIPPLE MTN CAVE 2S1 07/27/79 1045 
SBR-03694 04/10/80 2S1 1040 
SBR-03694 251 1670 
SBR-04018 6Y 07/25/89 BLM890718A 249 
SBR-04019 6Y 07/25/89 BLM890718A 250 
SBR-04021 CA-SBR-4021 6Y 01/04/89 BLM881011A 157 

·SBR-04022 6Y 02/02/90 BLM90012.5B 26 
SBR-04022 6Y1 12/11/90 BLM901203A 5211 
SBR-04024 6Y 02/02/90 BLM900125B 27 
SBR-04024 6Y1 12/11/90 BLM901203A 5212 
SBR-04037 6Y1 09/05/90 FERC850826A 3889 



State of California The Resources Agency of California 

~emorandum 

Date 

To 

From 

Subjectl 

12/19/91 

Infonnation Center Coordinators & Contractirg Agencies 

Department of Parks and Recreation 
William C. Seidel 

Detenninations of Eligibility 

Included please find a list, by County an:} Site-rn.nnber of Archeological 
sites for which a Detennination of Eligibility has been made in accordance 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. '!his is an 
update of the list sent to you in Novemebr of 1990 but should still be 
considered as a preliminary listllq. I made all the correstions which were 
sent to me but any further corrections you might be able to make would be 
appreciated, especially if you krlow the trinomials for properties which 
don't have them. 

Within the near future we hope to serrl you a similar listirg of historic 
properties detennmed eligible. Both these files are beirg maintained on a 
daily basis by our Project Review unit arrl are available through on-line 
searches by you if you wish to do so. If you decide to exercise this 
option, please conti.ct me. 

:KEY: 

SITE NUMB.. = state Trinomial Number 
SITE-NAME.. = Name by which the site is designated if no number or if it 

is a District 
STAT = Detennination of Eligibility (see Apperrlix 1) 
EVAIrDAT = Date roE was made 
PR(X;-REF-NUMBER = '!he number assigned to a project submitted to the OHP 

for Section 106 Compliance, used for tracking that 
proj ect (see Apperrlix 2) . 



PAGE ii ARrnIDI.OOlCAL OEI'ERMINATIONS OF NR ELIGIBILITY 11/29/90 

NATIONAL REX;ISI'ER STA'IUS 

'll1.e list shown below provides for a vast array of possible evaluation codes. 
Be sure to read the entire list before deciding on the one to use. 

Take special care that evaluations for districts an::i their components fit 
together properly, i.e., be consistent but not identical. 

'll1.e first number irrlicates the status generally: 
1. Listed in the National Register 
2. Detennined eligible for the Register in a fomal. process involving 

federal agencies 
3. Appears eligible for listing in the National Register in the 

judgment of the person (s) carrpleting or reviewing the form 
4. Might becarre eligible for listing 
5. Ineligible for the Register but still of local interest 
6. None of the above 
7. Undetennined 

'll1.e definitions are refined as follows: 

lS-lB. 
18. 
ID. 
lB. 

2S1-lB4. 

2S1. 

2S2. 

201. 

202. 

2B1. 
282. 
2B3. 
2B4. 

3S-3B. 
3S. 
3D. 

3B. 

Listed in the National Register as follows: 
Separately listed. 
Contributor to a listed district. 
Both 18 and ID. 

Determined eligible for listing in the National Register as 
follows: 
Detennined eligible for separate listing by the Keeper of the 
National Register. 
Detennined eligible for separate listing through a consensus 
detennination by a federal agency ani the state Historic 
~tion Officer. 
Contributor to a district determined eligible for listing by the 
Keeper. 
Contributor to a district determined eligible for listing through 
a consensus determination. 
Both 2S1 and 201. 
Both 2S1 and 202. 
Both 2S2 and 201. 
Both 2S2 and 202. 

Appears eligible for listing in the National Register as 'follows: 
Appears eligible for separate listing. 
Contributor to a district that has been fully documented according 
to OHP instructions and that appears eligible for listing. 
Both 3S and 30. 

\ 
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OBSIDIAN DATES IV 

A Compendium of the 
Obsidian Hydration Determinations 

Made at the UCLA Obsidian Hydration 
Laboratory 

Clement W. Meighan and Janet L. Scalise 
Editors 

~XXLX 
InStItute of Archaeology 

University of California, Los Angeles 

Library of Conpoeu CataIogin,,·!D·Publication nata 
(Revised for vol. 4) 

Obsidian dates. 

(Monograph· Archaeologicalll1ln8Y ; no. 3. 16, 29) 
Includes bibliographies and index. 
Vol. 3 edited by C.W. Meighan, G.S. Ruuell ; 
Y. <4> by Clement W. Meiahan and Janet L. Scalise. 
1. Indians of North Amorica-Antiquitiea. 2. Hydra· 

tion rind dating. 3. North Amerlca-Antiquitiea. 
1. Meirhan, Clement Woodward, 1925- . n. Find1ow, 
FrankJ. Ill. De Atley, Suzanne P. IV. Series: 
California. UnivenDty. University of California. 
Archaeological Survey. Monograph· Archaeological 
Survey; no. 3, (etc.) 
E77.9.027 930'.1'0286 76-6232'73 
ISBN: 0-917956-61-3 (v. 4) 

Monograph of the Institute of Archaeo1011Y include 
preliminary and filial excavation repol1ll, symposia 
papen, and accounts oC research in progress in such 
wide-T8JIiing l\IlUects as archaeometry, ethnoan:baeolOllY, 
paleodemogntphy, and rock art. 

Seriea editor: Ernestine S. EIatar 
Associate Editol'll: Timothy Earle, Clement Meighan. 

Merrick Posnsnsky. James Sackett 
Direetor of Publications: Ernestine S. Elster 
Cover Design: Marie Teu Nonato 

,,,---

Copyrightl988. Be nts oCtho UnivenDty oCCaliCornia. 
.-AlUi1lh*ftSe1l"1lli[ 
--"-'nted in tho United States oC America. 

ISBN: 0-917951H!l-3 (v. 4) 
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Mr. Lester Ross 
Archaeological Information Center 
San Bernardino County Museum 
2024 Orange Tree Lane 
Redlands, CA 92373 

Dear Lester: 

PCb-OoO ~'1S 

July 7, 1988 

steven J. Schwartz 
Environmental section 
us Army Corps of Engineers 
PO Box 2711 
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325 
(213) 894-0234 

Enclosed is the results from obisidian sourcing of three 
specimens from SBr-895. This was done as part of our data 
recovery efforts for the site, but the data was not included in 
the ARMC report. Unfortunately, this is only raw data as to 
proportions of elements observed and is not interpreted. I hope 
to have someone interpret the results so that we will know what 
sources are represented. I am working at the arrangements now, 
and hopefully the results will be available in a few months. 
until then, I just want the data to be available in case someone 
else wants the info sooner. 

Sincerely, 

~schwartz 
Archaeologist 



Site San Bernardino County various: Ivanpah/Mo1ycorp, 
----------------------------------------------------------------------SBr-291, SBr-363B, SBr-363C, SBr-895 

Submitted by Various, see remarks 
--------------------~---------------------------------------------

Technician Glenn Russell, Brian Picken Date 1982-1983 
---------------------------------------------- ----------~-------

OHL Collector's Hydration 
# Sample # (in microns) Provenience Remarks 

9876 MI 20 4.9 IvanEah/MolycorE Submitted by Gary Stickel 
9877 MI 598 5.8 " " 
9878 MI 679 5.3 " " 
9879 MI 213 6.3/7.1 " " 
9880 MI 12 5.8/4.1 " " 

9881 MI 648 '4.7 " " 
9882 MI 862 3.-8 " " 
9883 No number 7.4 " " 
9884 MI 647 NHV " " 

10171 1 6.8/7.4 SBr-291 Submitted by Adella Schrot 
10172 2 4.9/7.6 " " 
10173 3 4.3/7.6/7.0 " " 
10174 4 NHV " " 

10167 1887 6.8 SBr-363B " 
10168 2464 4.9 " " 
10169 1334 3.8 " " 
10170 104 2.4 " " 

7977 P363-659 3.0 SBr-363C Submitted by Paul Smith 
7978 P363-675 2.8 " " 

8050 8634 7.1 SBr-895 Submitted by Marie Cottre l 
8051 8656 5 . 6 " " 
8052 8662 5.4 " " 
8053 8719 5.7 " " 
8054 8721 5.8 " " 

281 



Oregon 

Radiation Center U~tcn:e . 
nlVerSlty Corvallis, Oregon 97331 (503) 754-2341 

Februa~ 18, 1982 

Professor C.W. Meighan 
Department of Anthropology 
University of California-Los Angeles 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

Dear Professor Meighan: 

Let me first apologize for the delay in the INAA of the four 
obsidian samples. The delay was punctuated by a combination of a 
new lNAA chemist learning the nuances of the technique and com
puter data reduction, and a flurry of mandatory forensic activations 
for State officials. 

From the attached table, the four obsidian samples are quite 
uniform in composition and geochemically interesting. From the 
attached table and graph, the following conclusions may be drawn: 
(a)' The relative concentrations of the alkali elements increase as 
a function of ionic radii; (b) the increasing relative concentration 
of Ta, Th, and U are expected based on ionic radii concentrations; · 
(c) the melting event responsible for production of the obsidian 
probably involved partial melting of crustal and not mantle rocks 
(i.e., no garnet was involved since the heavy REE pattern is rela
tively flat); (d) the negative Eu anomaly is very pronounced and 
lower than most terrestrial Eu anomalies in granites, and even 
lower than the pronounced negative Eu anomalies in lunar high-K 
KREEP rock. This Eu anomaly may be attributed to either plagio
clase crystallization in the obsidian magma reservoir, or to 
plagioclase retained in the residue from the partial melting event; 
and (e) the abundances of Fe, Mn, Sc, Co, and Cr «5ppm) are very 
low and the abundances of the trace elements Mn, Sc, and Co are in 
line with the low Fe abundances. 

I am convinced that each obsidian flow will yield its unique 
trace element pattern for finger-printing your anthropological 
identifications. As you know, statistical methods such as the 
Similarity Coefficients (SC) could be utilized for quantitative 
measures of similarities in artifact identification. A former 



Meighan, C.W. -2- February 18, 1982 

student used that method a few years ago to show that 99% of the SC 
values for trace element abundances were within the range of 0.90-
1.00 (e.g., see M.R.D. Rivera, M.S. Thesis (OSU 1979) "Variations 
in ~tr.ace element abundances in,...small fr.agments from a single ter
restrial flow-Applications to 59 Apollo 17 mare basaltic fragments.") 
Applying it to different lunar flows, we found that SC values were 
0.6-0.8. We have such a program in our computer storage and could 
easily obtain the SC values in a comparison of unknown obsidian 
samples. 

If 'You plan future analyses, I can assure you that the analyses 
will be completed within two months after receipt. (The last radio
active count is done about four weeks after the activation to obtain 
accurate abundances of elements with relatively long half-lives for 
radionuclides of Fe, Co, Rb, Cs, Eu, Tb, Hf, Ta, and.Th.) Our chemist 

now feels quite comfortable with INAA computer technique 
after considerable experience. 

Since mY research efforts have extended over a variety of geo
and cosmochemical areas during the past >20 years, I will be able to 
offer geochemical interpretations if they are required or ancillary 
to your researches. 

Sincerely yours, 

R.A. Schmitt 
Professor of Chemistry 

RAS/jmh 



UCLA OBSIDIAN SAMPLES 
5(1(/ ~~~ 

5(], r"- &'1 ~ S6>\-rq~ 0(0'-. :' 
Cal ~(d"L.. ~1{q ~gr21 :J.'-tLf 

E1ement - -OHl8052 OHL 8053 OHL 8054 OHl 7789 Error (%) 
, 

A1 0 --(%) 11-.6 . ' ~~O .11.8 12.0 <5 
2 3 . - .-

FeO L09 1.07 1.11 1.06 5-10 
, .. . 

Na20 4.25 4.29 4.21 4.29 <5 

K20 4.5 4.7 4.4 4.5 5 .. 10 

MnO 0.028 0.028 0.027 0.028 <5 

Sc(ppm) 0.28 0.27 0.28 0.27 <5 

Co 0.10 . . 0.10 0.10 0.09 10-20 

Rb . 260 250 270 250 5-10 

Cs 5.4 . 5.3 5.5 5.2 5-10 

Sa 142 138 147 140 5-10 

La 27.7 27.7 30.0 26.3 <5 

Ce 58 57 61 55 <5 

Nd 24 24 24 23 5-10 

Sm 7.7 7.6 7.2 7.3 <5 

Eu 0.090 0.096 0.099 0.094 5-10 
'. <5 Tb 1.13 1.13 1.15 1.09 

Oy 6.7 6.7 6.9 6.5 <5 

Yb 6.5 7.0 6.2 6.3 5-10 

Lu 1.16 1.08 0.97 1.00 5-10 

Zr 150 170 150 150 10-20 

Hf 5.6 5.5 5.7 5.4 <5 

Ta 5.9 5.8 6.0 5.7 5-10 

Th 31 30 31 30 <5 ~ 
U 9.3 11.0 8.2 8.8 5-10 

(J' 

I 
0 
0 
() 
rr. 
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #  P36-000911 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  #SBR-911 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 1 *Resource Name or #: P36-000911 
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Redlands   Date: 1967 rev. 1988 T: 1S; R: 1W; SW¼ of NW ¼ of Sec31 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N/A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S: 497090mE  /  3766800mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Oak Glen Creek Basin      Elevation: 2,770 feet above mean sea level  

Directions: From the intersection of California State Highway 38 and Bryant Street near the city of Yucaipa, proceed south-
southeast on Bryant Street for 2.7miles.  At this point, the site would be located 250 feet due east. 

 
*P3a.  Description: P36-000911 is a prehistoric site originally recorded by Gerald Smith on behalf of Louis Mousley.  According to 
the site record, constituents include multiple manos, multiple hammer stones, and one metate.  These artifacts were collected in 
1976.  A note on this record notes that the area has since been developed into houses and graded streets.  ECORP archaeologist 
visited this area described in the original site record July, 16 2014 as part of San Bernardino County’s First Line of Defense Survey 
project.  Despite intensive archaeological survey in the vicinity, no prehistoric resources were located.  Disturbances to the area 
include graded roads, flood control basin maintenance, and heavy erosion from mountain run-off.   
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AP2: Lithic Scatter 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: Overview of 
P35-000911 site location described in 
original site record. View: west. Date: 
7/16/2014. Photo No. 149.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources: ☐Historic Prehistoric 
☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. 
Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9.   Date: ☐ Recorded  
Updated:  7/16/2014 

 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian archaeological survey 

 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Smith, Gerald A. 
 1971 Site record for P36-000911.  Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  

 Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA.   
 

Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 
2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  
 

*Attachments: NONE  ☐Location Map  ☐Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
☐Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  
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Site Name 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY MUSEUM 
Archeological Site Survey Record 

San Bernardino 
County 

1. Si te IF 144 2. Quad maps:_R_e_d_l_a_n_d_s ____________ 15', ________________ 7\' ----
3. of SE~ of NW~ of SW~ of NW~ of section 31 -----------------

Twp. 1 S , Rng. 1 W , SB Base Meridian. 4. Elevation 2800' --------------
5. Location Adjacen to M04s1ey Museum of Natural History , Yucaipa, Ca 

---~~~~--~~~---------~-------~~--~~--------

Q lc- QJ .b VI. ?"Ch'>' I ~ - b:x'ilY- cf? a76ULQ ! 7 121 use "f"7/l 
~. Previous designation for site ______________ _______________ _ 

7. Owner 8. Address --------------- ----------------------
9. Tenants and attitude toward excavation -------------------------

10. Published references ----------------------------------
11. Other museum reference ------ h map ___ _ 13. Photos ____________ _ 

14. Date Oct 1971 15. Recorded .. ~!!~~,~S~m~1~·t~h 16. Informant ___________ __ 

17. Description of site alluvial terraces ------------------------------------

18. Dimension 

19. Vegetation 20. Nearest water 

21. Soil of site 22. Surrounding soil 

23. Cultivation 24. Erosion 

25. Bui ldings, mads, etc. 

26. Previous excavation 

27. Vandalism ___________________________________________________________ _ 

28. Cultural remains __ m_a __ n_o~, _m_e __ ta __ t_e~,_h_a_mm ___ er_s_t _on_e ______________ ~~ ____________ __ 

29. Remarks: 
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:haeological Site Record Form 

8i te name G-u rb--n /-I;//s' 
> 

USGS quad maps: IJd&~ 
SW!z; of ..:NW~_ of of of 

SBCM /I 144 A -------
8m! thsonian IF SBr 911 

County __ ~S~B~r __________________ ~ ________ _ 

15' , 71.. , 
_____ y~I~Jc~a~i~pa~---------------- ~ 

of S\,J of "w of section 31 --- ---
Twp. _l_S __ , Rng. _lW __ , ____ Base Meridian. Elevation __ 2_80_0_' ______ /tfrt-

Distance along bearing from 1/~/e6 
441040 ~ ----------------------- j 

tJTM grid lis or lat. and long. III I"f ;t/ f 5E - :5 'It {. ?c tl;V 
; ( 

Site dimensions: area. __ ~2~O~O~x~]~Q~Q~Q_' ____________ depth ___ n~o~t~kn~o~wn~ __ __ 

Site description, features, artifacts, owner, etc. Probably? food processiAg 

and stop along the trail from Yucaipa Valley to the acorn gathering area at Oak Glen, 

Manos, metate, hammer stones, 

c~-------------------------------------------------------

Possibility of destruction ____ H_a_s_b_e_en __ d_e_s_t_ro_y_e_d __ b_y_c_o_n_s_t_ru_c_t_i_o_n ________________ __ 

Other references 

Informant ______________ Address 
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Address 

Remarks 

Artifacts collected by Louis Mousley on display at the Mouseley Museum of Natural History, 
Yucaipa, California, 

Sketch artifacts, site location, and features on back 
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #P36-006255   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 7 *Resource Name or #:  
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Mt Baldy   Date: 1967 (photorevised 1988) T:1N; R:7W; Sec:20, 29, 32, and 33 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11: 441315mE  /  3779187mN   
 e.  Other Locational Data: Cucamonga Dam    Elevation: 1,932 feet above mean sea level 

Directions: From the intersection of the 210 freeway and Campus Avenue in the City of Rancho Cucamonga, proceed north on 
Campus Avenue for 0.07 mile to 20th Street.  Turn left (west) onto 20th Street and proceed 0.5 mile to Campus Avenue.  At 
Campus Avenue turn right (north) and proceed north for 1 mile to 24th Street.  At 24th Street turn right (east) and proceed 0.21 
mile to a dead end.  At this point the resource is located 0.20 mile east-northeast.     
 

*P3a.  Description: P36-006255 is a historic-period water system constructed in the early 1930s.  This site is originally recorded in 
1989 by Steve Hammond and Paula Sutton of CALTRANS District 08.  At that time this site was not recorded in its entirety due to a 
limited survey area/APE (right of way of the 210 freeway).  (See continuation sheets, pages two through six) 
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH11 (walls/fences), AH01 (other- flood control features) 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building ☐Structure ☐Object Site ☐District ☐Element of District ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 

 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Site 
Overview of Feature 18. 6/30/2014. 
Photo No. 57.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources 
Historic  ☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and 
 A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
*P9.   Date: 6/30/2014  
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive 
pedestrian archaeological survey 

 
*P11.  Report Citation: 
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  
 

*Attachments: ☐NONE  Location Map  Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
☐Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List): 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #: P36-006255             
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page: 2 of 7                                  *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder):                                                                          
*Recorded by: A. Myers and R. Shepard       *Date: 6/30/2014          Continuation      Update 
 
*P3a.  Description (Cont.): Hammond and Sutton recorded 16 water control features including two bridge-like water 
diversion structures (Features 1 and 16), a water diversion structure (Feature 2),  two concrete stand pipes (Features 3 and 
8), a horizontal riveted steel pipe (Feature 4),  wire-bound rock (Feature 5), eight water spreading/distribution gates (Features 
6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15), and a horizontal concrete pipe (Feature 10) (Hammond and Sutton 1989). In 2009, as part of 
the San Antonio Trails project, Michael Dice of Michael Brandman Associates updated this site to include additional features.  
Dice noted 7 additional east-west trending, stream flow stabilizers of wire wrapped rock in the northernmost portion of the site 
(Dice 2009).  This site was determined not eligible for the NRHP in 2004 but was not evaluated for local listing (Dice 2009). 
 
In 2010 as part of the San Antonio Trails project Michael Dice of Michael Brandman Associates (MBA) updated this site to 
include additional features.  In northernmost portion of the spreading grounds (historic period water system) MBA recorded 7 
additional east west trending, 3-4 feet high 2-3 feet wide stream flow stabilizers or wire wrapped rock.   
      
ECORP archaeologist revisited part of P36-0006255’s recorded site within Cucamonga Dam’s area of potential effect (APE) 
as part of San Bernardino County’s First Line of Defense survey project.  Archaeologist noted an additional 5 features 
associated with the original site record.   
 
Feature 17 is a water diversion structure, likely a sluice gate support structure. This feature is constructed of two concrete 
walls that form a channel.   Each wall has outward facing granite cobbles for support.   Three steel I-beams span the channel 
between the concrete walls.  The eastern end of the feature has metal framework that holds a vertical wall of wood planks.  
Feature 17 measures 18.5 feet east to west, 21.5 feet north to south and has a depth of 6.5 feet. Horizontal I-beams are 
faintly stamped CARNEGIE C USA.  Vertical I-beams are stamped BETHLEHEM USA.   
 
Feature 18 is a water diversion structure, likely a sluice gate support structure. This feature is constructed of two concrete 
walls that form a channel.   Each wall has outward facing granite cobbles for support.   Five steel I-beams span the channel 
between the concrete walls.  A four-sided concrete containment area, measuring 6 feet square, is attached to the southwest 
portion of this feature. This containment area has three metal openings that let water into the main feature.  No markings 
were observed on Feature 18.  Overall feature measurements are 49 feet north to south by 22.5 feet east to west.   
 
Feature 19 is a water diversion structure, likely a sluice gate support structure. This feature is constructed of two concrete 
walls that form a channel.   Each wall has outward facing granite cobbles for support.   Two short steel I-beams span the 
channel between the walls.  No concrete floor, wood planks, granite cobbles or manufacturer markings were observed.  This 
feature measures 22 feet northwest to southeast by 8 feet southwest to northeast.   
 
Feature 20 is a steel retaining wall made of heavy steel mesh grate and concrete slurry.  The steel mesh is held in place by 
vertical and horizontal sections of roughly-cut railroad track.  The horizontal section of railroad track is marked CARNAGIE 
1905 ET.  One vertical rail section is marked EV STEEL XD.  This feature measures 21.5 feet in length (north to south) and 
5.5 feet in height. 
 
Feature 21 is an east-west trending low-laying retaining wall composed of granitic cobbles that are bound in a wire net.  This 
wall has an overall length of 39 feet (east to west) and an average width of 2 feet.  
 
References: 
 
Hammond, Steve   
 1989   Site Record for P36-0006255 Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
             Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA.   
 
Dice, Michael H   
 2009 Site record for P36-0006255 Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
             Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA.    
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State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #: P36-006255             
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page: 3 of 7                                  *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder):                                                                          
*Recorded by: A. Myers and R. Shepard       *Date: 6/30/2014          Continuation      Update 
 

 
Feature 17overview. Photo No. 055; Description: Overview of Feature 17 – Concrete water diversion; View: south/southeast; 

6/30/2014 
 

 
Feature 18 overview. Photo No. 057; Description: Overview of Feature 18 – Concrete water diversion; View: south/southeast; 

6/30/2014 
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State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #: P36-006255             
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page: 4 of 7                                  *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder):                                                                          
*Recorded by: A. Myers and R. Shepard       *Date: 6/30/2014          Continuation      Update 
 
 
 

 
Feature 19. Photo No. 059; Description: Overview of Feature 19 – Concrete water diversion structure; View: southeast; 

6/30/2014 
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State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #: P36-006255             
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page: 5 of 7                                  *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder):                                                                          
*Recorded by: A. Myers and R. Shepard       *Date: 6/30/2014          Continuation      Update 
 

Feature 20. Photo No. 060; Description: Overview of Feature 20 – Steel retaining wall; View: North; 6/30/2014 
 

 
Feature 21. Photo No. 067; Description: Overview of Feature 21 – Cobbles wrapped in wire; View: North; 6/30/2014 
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Page 7 of 7 *Resource Name or #: P36-006255
*Drawn By: Andrew Myers *Date: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
SKETCH MAP

Primary #  P36-006255
HRI #
Trinomial  CA-SBR-6255H

DPR 523K (1/95)

*Required Information
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State or California - The R~ Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

CONTINUATION SHEET, update 

Primary# 36-0006255 
H1U# ______________________________ ___ 

Trinomial: CA-SBR-6255H 

Page 1 of 1 n Po <2 A_ R n * esource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder): Cucamonga Spreading GrOlmds usc. S,: r-t" f.-.Y'LDj <r f IJ { S~ !)O 
*Recorded by: Michael Dice *Date: July 7, 2009 ~ Continuation ~ Update 
*P3a. Continued: 
The original site form (dated 3-28-89) includes only those portions of the site that were located in the right of way of the 210 
Freeway. This continuation sheet includes those portions of the site that can be seen from the proposed San Antonio Trails 
Project as documented by Dice (2009). These likely constitute the northernmost portions of the spreading grounds. There 
are probably other elements between. The Cucamonga Spreading Grounds included stream flow stabilizers made of rock 
bound by wire that crossed the floor of the Cucamonga Creek channel from east to west The rock walls are about 3-4 feet 
high and 2-3 feet wide. These walls would be used to slow water and the spread of debris down the channel after floods. 
These structures appear older and have suffered breaks the result of large water flows in flood years (1969, 1978). These 
structures were likely built after the 1938 flood, which wiped out everything in its path in the creekbed and flooded out 
portions of Rancho. 

*P8. Recorded by: Michael H. Dice, M.A._Michael Brandman Associates 621 Carnegie Drive, Suite #100 
San Bernardino, CA. 92408 

Photographic Record Continued. 

Due north is up. Each arrow indicates the location of rock and wire creek channel flow stabilizer that may be more than 45 
years old. 



SBR-006185 6Y 01/04/89 BLM881011A CAB-23 
SBR-006186 6Y 01/04/89 BLM881011A CAB - 24 
SBR-006187 6Y 01/04/89 BLM881011A CAB - 32 
SBR-006188 6Y 01/04/89 BLM881011A CAB-81 
SBR-006189 6Y 01/04/89 BLM881011A CAB-127 
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SBR-006195 6Y 01/04/89 BLM881011A COL-lSI 
SBR-006196H 6Y 01/04/89 BLM881011A COL - 152 
SBR-006202 6Y2 04/03/95 COE950301A NDPR 
SBR-006207 6X3 10/23/91 ADDE-36-91-049-00 KPNP 

6X3 10/23/91 USN870914A KPNP 
SBR-006215 6Y2 10/26/92 COE910614B NDPR 
SBR-006216 6Y2 10/26/92 COE910614B NDPR 
SBR-006250H 6Y2 03/05/90 ADDE-36-90 - 0003 - 00 HKPR SBR 6250H SR 30 FRWY 

00 
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00 
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00 
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00 
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00 
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00 
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SBR-006297 6Y 01/23/90 USN891218A 
SBR-006298 6Y 02/06/90 BLM891003B SCG TRANSM LINE SBR-
SBR- 006299 6Y 02/06/90 BLM891003B SCGC TRANSM LINE 335 
SBR-006304 2S2 10/26/92 COE910614B NDPR 
SBR-006312 6Y2 10/26/92 COE910614B NDPR 
SBR-006313 2S2 10/26/92 COE910614B NDPR 
SBR-006314 6Y2 10/26/92 COE910614B NDPR 
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION PelWll'leflt Trino.ial: C4-5~ -(;a/:i51! ~le.ent 

ARC H E 0 lOG I CAL SIT ERE COR D Other Designation:08-SBd-30-PS-HA-06 

Page 1 of ~ :1.1 

1. County: San Bernardino 

2. USGS Quad: Cucamonga Peak, CA 1966 <7.5') X (15') Photorevised 1988 
USGS Quad: Guasti, CA 1966 <7.5') X (15' ) Photorevised 1981 
USGS Quad: Mt Baldy, CA 1967 <7.5') X (15' ) Photorevised 1988 
USGS Quad: Ontario, CA 1967 <7.5') X (15') Photorevi sed 1981 

/I 
3. UTM Coordinates: Zone f1 0~ / Map Reference No. 1: it:~2 • Easting / 3780340 • Northing 

UTM Coordinates: 2: '-I 2 00 • Easting / 
? 0 _ 

Zone as / Map Reference No. • NorthIng 
UTM Coordinates: Zone II .o~i" / Map Reference No. 3: 440700 • Easting / 3776840 • Northing 

4. Township 1N Range ~; Portions of Sections 20, 29, 32, 33 Base (Mer.) SBM 

5. Map Coordinates FrOlll NY Corner of Map: 6. Elevation 1500 ft to 2200 ft above MSL 
Map Reference No . 1 : 403 JIIIIS 439 IIIIE (Mt Baldy, CAl 
Map Reference No. 2: 545 JIIIIS 409 IIIIE (Mt Ba ldy, CAl 
Map Reference No. 3: 01 JIIIIS 16 IIIIE (Guasti, CAl 

7. location: The site is located on the west side of Cucamonga Creek in Upland and Rancho Cucamonga, CA. 
north of Base Line St, south of Almond St, east of Third Ave, and west of Saphire Ave. (The portion of 
that was recorded is between 19th St and 20th St (T. 1N, R. ~, N 1/4 of Section 2). No site datum was 

The site is 
the site 
establ ished. 

8. Prehistoric Historic X ProtOhistoric 9. Site Description: EARLY TWENTIETH CENTURY 

[ ] 

(X) 

INDUSTRIAL SITE (Cucamonga Spreading Grounds, a water system constructed in the early 1930's). Cucamonga Spreading 
Grounds was a water system within Cucamonga Wash that provided ground water enhancement (percolation basin), and water 
diversion for flood control, water consumption and irrigation. Major earthworks and other features include check 
dams, basins, canals, levees, diversion structures and gates, wells and water pipelines. The water system was 
designed and constructed between ca. 1930 and 1934. The original owner was Cucamonga Basin Protective Association 
and the Engineer was R. V. Ward (Map File Numbers 1-303-48 through 1-303-51, and 1-303-67, on file at San Bernardino 
County Environmental Public Works Agency. The area recorded in detail includes the portions of Desilting Basin and 
Distributing Ditch No.4 which are within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) of proposed State Route 30. Design maps 
and field observations indicate the following features within and adjacent to the APE: a distributing ditch, a 
reception ditch, inlet channels, spillways, levee, checkdams, inlet gates and diversion structures, spreading gates, 
wire-bound rock diversion gates, and water pipes. See descript ive information under ITEM 12. 

10. Area: 
2 

• @ 4,267 • ( N-S ) X @ 1,829 -< E-Y ) @ 3,013,200 
2 

[@ 14,000 ft (N-S) X @ 6,000 ft (E-W) = @ 32,400,000 ft] 
Method of Deten.ination: Map 

11. Depth: < 1 • ( 0 - 2 ft) Method of Deten.ination: Presence of partially buried pipes and masonry 

DPR 422 A (Rev. 4/86) See Continuation Sheet (X) 
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12. features Within or Near the Area of Potential Effect: Earthworks include an inlet basin (No.4), distributing 
ditch (No 4), and levee. Other features observed in the field include three bridge-like water diversion struc
tures constructed of rubble concrete, steel beams, and wood planks (Features 1, 2 and 16); eight water spreading 
gates. (X) 

13_ Artifacts: None noted other than those that were part of features. 

14. Non-artifactual Constitutients and Faunal Re.ains: None noted. 

15. Date Recorded: 3·2B·B9 16. Recorded By: Steve Hanmond and Paula Sutton 

17. Affiliation and Address: CALTRANS, District OB, 247 W. 3rd St. San Bernardino, CA 92402 

18. Hu.an Re.ains: N/A 

19. Site Disturbances: Note: Overall site integrity unknown since site covers an extensive area and only a portion 
of the site was recorded. Disturbance agents are repeated flooding, gravel pits within 20th St and 21st St, U. S. 
Army Corps of Engineers dam and flood control channel, and proposed State Route Freeway 07-LA·30 / OB-SBd-30. 
Features within the Area of Potential Effect are in good condition. Features missing within Basin No.4 include 
the East Inlet, the East Inlet Gate, and at least one spreading gate. 

20. Nearest water (type, distance and direction): Cucamonga Creek, intermittant creek, channel borders east side of 
spreading grounds 

21. Vegetation Ca..unity (site vicinity): Mixed Chaparral 
Plant List: 

22. Vegetation C~ity (on site): Mixed Chaparral 
Plant list: Chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum), Yerba Santa (Eriodictyon trichocalyx), Sagebrush (Artemesia), 
Holy-leaved Cherry (Prunus ilicifolia), Mountain Mahogany (Cercocarpus spp.), Horehound (Marrubium spp.), Laurel 
Sumac (Rhus spp.). 

23. Site Soil: Silty loam / alluvium 

24_ SUrrounding Soil: Silty loam / alluvium 

25. Geology: Granitic cobbles and boulders eroded down from the San Gabriel Mountains 

26. landfor.: alluvial fan / valley edge (northwestern side of the San Bernardino Valley) 

27. Slope: medium 28. Exposure: Open 

DPR 422 A (Rev. 4/86) See Continuation Sheet (X) 
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29. landowner(s) (and/or tenants) and Address: Present owners include: San Antonio Water Company and the San Antonio 
Liquidation Trust, 139 N. Euclid Ave, Upland, CA 91786; 825 3rd St San Bernardino; and Metropolitan Water District 
Southern California, 7800 N. Figueroa, Los Angeles, CA 90041. 

30. Re.arks: A concrete circular reservoir (Reservoir 1) recorded during the Historical Architectural Survey for 
this project is associated with the Cucamonga Spreading grounds. Water from well Nos. 14 and 19, (located east of 
the spreading grounds, between 19th St and 20th St), traveled to the reservo'ir via a 22" San Antonio Water C~any 
Pipeline, which is aligned along Distributing Ditch No . 4. The reservoir is located on Parcel No. 1044-091-01, on 
the south side of 20th St, east of Euclid Ave. 

31. References: Route 30 Alternative Map, City of Rancho Cucamonga, Figure 11 of 28 (Parsons and Brinkerhoff); 
Aerial Photo No. UAg 1027 151,62 6677. Copies of various design maps of Cucamonga Spreading Grounds are on file at 
San Bernardino County Environmental Public Works Agency, 825 3rd St., San Bernardino, CA (Map File Numbers 1-303-48 
through 1-303-51, and 1-303-67). Black and White photographs dating from the 1930's are on file at the San Antonio 
Water Company, 139 North Euclid Ave, Upland, CA, although there are only a few photos showing the Cucamonga Spreading 
Grounds. 

Cheatham, Norden H. and Robert Haller 
1975 An Annotated List of California Habitat Types. Unpublished manuscript. 

Scott, M. B. 
1977 Development of Water Facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin. California. 1810 - 1968. A 

Complilation of Historical Notes Derived From Many Sou rces Describing Ditch and Canal Companies. 
Diversions. and Water Rights. United States Department of the Interior Geological Survey Admin
istrative Report, Open File Report No. 77-398. Prepared in Cooperation with the California 
Department of Water Resources, San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, and Western Munic
ipal Water District of Riverside County. 

32. 1Ia.e of Project: State Route 07-LA'30 1 08-SBd-30 Between Damien Ave in Los Angeles County and SR 215 in San 
Bernardino County [07-LA-030 P.M. 2.4 to 7.8 (5.4 miles); 08-SBd-30 P.M. 0.0 to 22.8 (22.8 miles)] 

33. Type of Investigation: Cultural Resource Survey 

34. Site Accession lIuMber: No collections made Curated At: N/A 

35. Photos: Roll # B & W 1 01 , Frames 6 - 20 Taken By: Paula Sutton (X) 

DPR 422 A (Rev. 4/86) See ContiBJation Sheet (X) 
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4. UTM aDIDIIlATES: 

USGS QUAD: Cucamonga Peak, CA 

PelWWlel'lt Trino.ial: S 81'<:: - ~;l.5" H 
other Designation: 08-SSd-30-PS-HA-06 

ContilUltion 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l; E 1/2 of SW 1/4 of NW 1/4 of Section 33 Base (Mer.) SSM 
T~ip 1N Range 7'.l E 1/2 of NW 1/4 of SW 1/4 of Section 33 Base (Mer.) SSM 
T~ip 1N Range 7'.l W 1/2 of NE 1/4 of SW 1/4 of Section 33 Base (Mer.) SSM 

/ 
Mo. Yr. 

USGS QUAD: Guasti , CA 
T~ip 1N Range 7'.l NW 1/4 of SW 1/4 of SW 1/4 of NE 1/4 of Section 33 Base (Mer.) SSM 

USGS QUAD: Mt Saldy, CA 
T~ip 1N Range 7'.l 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l 

Township 1N Range 7'.l 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l 

SE 1/4 of NE 1/4 of NW 1/4 of Section 20 Base (Mer.) SSM 
E 1/2 of SE 1/4 of NW 1/4 of Section 20 Base (Mer.) SSM 

SW 1/4 of NW 1/4 of NE 1/4 of Section 20 Base (Mer.) SSM 
W 1/2 of SW 1/4 of NE 1/4 of Section 20 Base (Mer.) SSM 
E 1/2 of NE 1/4 of SW 1/4 of Section 20 Base (Mer.) SSM 

SE 1/4 of SW 1/4 of Section 20 Base (Mer.) SSM 
W 1/2 of NW 1/4 of SE 1/4 of Section 20 Base (Mer . ) SSM 
W 1/2 of SW 1/4 of SE 1/4 of Section 20 Base (Mer.) SSM 

E 1/2 of NW 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
SE 1/4 of NW 1/4 of NW 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
E 1/2 of SW 1/4 of NW 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l W 1/2 of NE 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
Township 1N Range 7'.l SW 1/2 of SE 1/4 of NE 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
T~ip 1N Range 7'.l E 1/2 of SW 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
T~ip 1N Range 7'.l; E 1/2 of NW 1/4 of SW 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
T~ip 1N Range 7'.l; E 1/2 of SW 1/4 of SW 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
T~ip 1N Range 7'.l; SW 1/4 of SW 1/4 of NE 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
Township 1N Range 7'.l; W 1/2 of SE 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
T~ip 1 N Range 7'.l; W 1/2 of NE 1/4 of SE 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
Township 1N Range 7'.l; SE 1/4 of NE 1/4 of SE 1/4 of section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 
Township 1N Range 7'.l; SE 1/4 of SE 1/4 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SSM 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l; 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l; 

T~ip 1N Range 7'.l; 

DPR 422 A (Rev. 4/86) 

NE 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SSM 
E 1/2 of NW 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SSM 
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Itell No. Contiruation 

4. UTM COORDINATES: 

12. 

Township 1N Range 7W NIJ 1/4 of NE 1/4 of SIJ 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 7W E 1/2 of SIJ 1/4 of SIJ 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 7W NE 1/4 of NE 1/4 of SIJ 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 7W SE 1/4 of NE 1/4 of SIJ 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 7W NIJ 1/4 of NIJ 1/4 of SIJ 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 7W N 1/2 of SE 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 7W N 1/2 of SE 1/4 of SE 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 7W NE 1/4 of SIJ 1/4 of SE 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 

USGS QUAD: Ontario, CA 
Township 1N -.nge 7W NE 1/4 of SIJ 1/4 of SE 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 7W N 1/2 of SE 1/4 of SE 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 7W N 1/2 of SE 1/4 of Section 32 Base (Mer.) SBM 

Features: 

constructed of rubble concrete and wood planks (Features 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15); one wire-bound rock 
water gate (Feature 5); two horizontal water pipes (Features 4 and 10); and four stand pipes (Features 3 
and 8). Descriptions follow: 

IJater Diversion Structures [Rubble Concrete / Steel Beam / Redwood Plank (Features 1, 2, 16)]: 

These structures are bridge-like in appearance. Abutments (end walls) and wing walls are constructed 
of rubble conrete, with rubble consisting of local, subangular water-worn cobbles and boulders. Steel 
rebar reinforcement noted. Cobble and boulder aggregate is visible along the outside edges, whereas 
smoothed concrete with i~ressions of 6" wide boards used in framing occur on the inside walls (see 
attached 1932 photograph). Vertical steel channel beams exist on interior side of endwalls on either side. 
TirTber decks consist of 12" X 3" redwood planks, supported by "I" beam stringers. Deck planks are anchored 
to the stringers by cross planks or steel channel beams, bolts, nuts and washers Gate doors are missing. 
Further description of individual diversion structures follows. 

Feature # 1: Located east of the eastern end of Distributing Ditch No.4, within the A.P.E. Dimensions 
are 12.4 ft long X 11_8 ft wide X 5.0 ft high. Length of structure is oriented 345 degrees / 165 degrees 
(NNIJ/SSE). Structure is single span and the deck has 11 12" X 3" redwood planks. 

DPR 422 A (Rev. 4/86) 
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12. Features: 

Feature # 2: "East Diversion Structure". The structure is located outside of the A.P.E. to the 
east. Dimensions: 36.0 ft long X 14.3 ft wide X 7.3 ft high, with a 12 ft wide deck. The length of the 
structure is oriented 65 degrees I 245 degrees (NE/S~). Structure is double span with 2 ft wide rubble 
concrete central pier. The timber deck has 15 12" X 3" and nine 12" X 4" redwood planks, the latter 
being replacement planks. (Replacement planks were cut to fit beneath steel channel beam which runs the 
length of the deck on the northeast side). The channel beam is staq>ed with "BETHLEHEM". Two planks run 
the length of the deck on the southwest side. Two vertical steel "1" beams run from the deck to the ground 
on the northeast side. A wingwall appears only on the NE side (it is not included in the dimensions stated 
above). It extends to the southeast approximately 12 ft and to the northwest approximately 4 ft. A rubble 
concrete apron exists beneath the structure to alleviate erosion. PHOTOS: Roll # B & ~/02, Frames 7 and 8. 
(Note the East Inlet Gate no longer exists. A possible rermant is a steel "1" beam which exists in the 
approximate location of the gate according to design maps). 

Feature # 16: The structure is located near the center of Distributing Ditch No.4, outside of the 
A.P.E. Dimensions: 11.7 ft long X 11.6 ft wide X 4.3 ft high, 10 ft wide deck. The length of the struc-
ture is oriented 346 degrees I 166 degrees (NN~/SSE). Structure is 
beam stringers on either side. The deck consists of eight 3" X 12" 
deck originally had nine planks, for one plank is missing. PHOTOS: 

single span with two staked steel "1" 
redwood planks. It appears that the 
Roll # B & ~/02, Frames 19, 20. 

~ater Spreading Gates [Rubble Concrete I Redwood Plank (Features 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15)]: 

Spreading gates, also called distributing gates, exist along the southern (down-hill) side of Distrib
uting Ditch No.4. Features 6, 7, 9, and 11 are within the A.P.E. The spreading gates correlate with the 
gates depicted on the Cucamonga Spreading Grounds Map (No. 1-303-67). Feature number designations assigned 
in the field and corresponding numbers shown on the map are as follow: 6/32, 7/31, 9/30, 11/29, 12/27, 13 
and 14/26, 15/25. (No evidence of gate number 28 was found. It may have washed away). 

These gates are similar in design. Dimensions average 4.7 ft X 4.3 ft X 3 ft tall. One ft wide 
rubble concrete end wall abutments exist on either side (several also have wingwalls). Rectangular re
cessed gate slots, measuring 3" X 2" X 3 ft long exist on the inside, approximately 1 ft from the north
northwest edge. Actual gates are missing. Most of the these features have boards (1 1/2" X 7 1/7", 3" X 
12") anchored to the top of the abutments, behind the gate slots, by bolts and washers. All boards or 
board rermants are partially charred, indicating a probable post-construction wildfire in the area. PHO' 
TOS: Roll # B & ~/02, Frames 12, 13, 15, 17, 18. 

DPR 422 A (Rev. 4/86) 
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12. features: 

Water Diversion Gate [Wire-Bound Rock (Feature 5)]: 

I 
Mo. Yr. 

The feature consists of two "L" shaped, dry-laid, ganitic cobble and boulder wire-bound abutments, 
measuring approximately 10 ft long X 2.2 ft wide X 4 ft high. The inside edge of the abutments is faced by 
9 " thick concrete. A 10 ft long concrete slab apron connects the two abutments. Actual gates are miss
ing. The length of the feature is oriented 334 degrees 1154 degrees (NNW/SSE). The feature is located 
at the eastern end of Distributing Ditch No.4, within the A.P.E. PHOTOS: Roll # B & W/02, Frame 11). 

Water Pipes (Features 3, 4, S, 10): 

Feature 3: Three vertical concrete stand pipes near the eastern end of Distributing Ditch No.4, and 
within the A.P.E. One is a siamese, "S" shaped pipe. It stands about 2.S ft above ground and extends 
approximately eight ft below surface. Pipe diameters are 3.6 ft and 1 ft. The smaller 1 ft diameter 
portion is sealed with concrete, whereas the pipe opening has a steel slip-cover with four handles. The 
pipe interior contains 3 gates on the west, east and southeast. An inlet pipe enters on the north. Ap
proximately 2 ft of water is present in the base of the pipe. Another vertical concrete pipe stands 13 ft to 
the southeast. It is 2.1 ft in diameter and 3.5 ft high. It is sealed by a steel slip-cover which has two 
handles and a "T" bar closure which is pad-locked (key-type) shut. A vertical concrete pipe stands another 
13 ft to the southeast. It is 0.4 ft in diameter and stands 4 ft above the ground surface. It has a 
hardware cloth (wire mesh) cover. PHOTO: Roll # B & W I 02, Frame # 9. 

Feature 4: Horizontal, riveted steel pipe located within the A.P.E. Dimensions: 35+ ft length of 22" 
diameter riveted steel pipe, coated with asphalt. Pipe has six ft long sections. Rivets have 5/S" diame
ter heads. Rivets are spaced eight per ft around circumfrance. A double row of 54 rivets per row, run the 
length of each six ft section. Note: wire exists on either side of the pipe. This may be a remnant of 
wire-bound check dam to protect the waterline. The length of pipe described above is east of Distribution 
Ditch No.4, within a ditch oriented 350 degrees I 170 degrees (N/S). The pipe is oriented 70 degrees I 250 
degrees (ENE I WSW). Another length of steel pipe was noted approximately 600 ft WSW. Water was running 
through it. This pipe is along the same alignment as Feature 10 (concrete pipe) and appears to be the 
same pipeline. The steel pipe probably pre-dates the concrete pipe. Perhaps the concrete pipe is a patch 
in the steel pipe. PHOTOS: ROLL # B & W I 02, Frame # 10. 

Feature S: Vertical, concrete stand pipe located within the A.P.E. Dimensions: 2.5 ft high X 1.7 ft 
diameter. The top of the pipe is broken off. It extends approximately 3.3 ft below ground. Water exists 
in the base. PHOTOS: ROLL # B & W I 02, Frame # 14. 

DPR 422 A (Rev. 4/86) 
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12. Features: 

/ 
Mo. Yr. 

Feature 10: Horizontal concrete pipe located within the A.P.E. Dimensions: approximately 30 ft length 
of 22" or 24" diameter. It is oriented 80 degrees / 260 degrees (ENE / WSW), which is approximately the 
same alignment as Feature 4 (horizontal, riveted steel pipe). Therefore, it is probably part of the same 
pipeline, possibly a patch in the riveted steel pipe. The section od concrete pipe is leaking water. 
According to lawrence Dilley, General Manager of the San Antonio West End Operating Company (San Antonio 
Water Company), the pipeline is no longer in use and he believes that the water in the pipe is rainwater 
(personal communication, April 3, 1989, Upland, CA). Photos: Roll # B & W / 02, Frame # 16). 

DPR 422 A (Rev. 4/86) 
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Page 19 of 25. (For Archeological Site Record) 
State of cal ifomia - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMEIIT Of PARKS AND RECREATION 

ARC H E 0 LOG I CAL P HOT 0 G RAP HIe Other Designation: 08-SBd-30-PS-HA-06 
R E COR D 

Page 

C81era and Lens Types: Fuji Autofocus 34 and 53 mm On File at: CALTRANS, Dist. 08 
Environmental Branch 
247 W. 3rd st. Fi l. Type and Speed: Black and White Plus·x-pan 125 PX 135·24 
San Bernardino, CA 92402 

Roll llulber: B & W / 02 

Mo. Day TiE SUbject/Description View Toward Accession 110. Photographer 

3/ 28/89 12: 15 PM 6 Feature #I 1. Bridge-like water diversion NNE Paula Sutton 
structure. Steve Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 12:20 PM 7 Feature #I 2. East Diversion Structure. N Paula Sutton 
Steve Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 12:22 PM 8 Feature #I 2. East Diversion Structure deck_ W Paula Sutton 
Steve Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 1:00 PM 9 Feature #I 3. Concrete stand pipe. Steve N Paula Sutton 
Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 1: 15 PM 10 Feature #I 4. Riveted, steel water pipe. NW Paula Sutton 
Steve Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 1 :20 PM 11 Feature #I 5. Wire-bound rock, water diversion S Paula Sutton 

gate • Steve Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 1 :30 PM . 12 Feature #I 6. Rubble concrete / redwood plank / SE Paula Sutton 

water spreading gate. Steve Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 1 :40 PM 13 Feature #I 7. Rubble concrete / redwood plank / SE Paula sutton 

water spreading gate. Steve Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 1 :45 PM 14 Feature II 8. Concrete stand pipe. Steve Hammond SE Paula Sutton 

for scale. 

3/ 28/89 1 :50 PM 15 Feature #I 9. Rubble concrete / redwood plank / SE Paula Sutton 

water spreading gate. Steve Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 2:00 PM 16 Steve Hammond near Feature #I 10, a concrete NNW Paula Sutton 

water pipe. 

DPR 422 A (Rev. 4/86) 
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State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMEIIT OF PARKS AIID RECREATlai Penaanent Trino.ial: 

ARC H E 0 LOG I CAL P HOT 0 G RAP H I C Other Desi~tion: 08'SBd-30-PS-HA-06 
RECORD 

ta.era and Lens Types: Fuji Autofocus 34 and 53 mm On File at: CALTRANS, Dist. 08 
Environmental Branch 
247 W. 3rd St. Fi l. Type and Speed: Black and White Plus-x-pan 125 PX 135-24 
San Bernardino, CA 92402 

Roll lIumer: B & W / 02 

Mo. Day SUb j ectlDescript ion View Toward Accession 110. Photogrper 

3/ 28/89 2:10 PM 17 Feature II 11. Rubble concrete / redwood plank / S Paula Sutton 
water spreading gate. Steve Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 2:20 PM 18 Feature II 12. Rubble concrete / redwood plank / SE Paula Sutton 
water spreading gate. Steve Hammond for scale. 

3/ 28/89 2:50 PM 19 Feature II 16. Bridge-like water diversion W Paula sutton 
structure. 

3/ 28/89 3:00 PM 20 Feature II 16. Bridge-like water diversion SSE Paula Sutton 
structure deck. 

DPR 422 A (Rev. 4/86) 
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35 PHOTOGRAPHS 

t 

08-SBd-30-PS-HA-06 Mo. 

Feature # 1. Bridge-like water diversion structure. Steve Hammond for scale. View to north-northeast. 
Roll No.: B & ~ / 02, Frame No.6. 

DPR .22 C (R.". 4/861 

Feature # 2. East Diversion Structure. Steve Hammond for scale. View to north . 
Roll No.: B & ~ / 02. Frame No.7. 

Yr. 
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OS-SBd-30-PS-HA-06 

Feature # 2. East Diversion Structure deck. Steve Hammond for scale. 
View to west. Roll No.: B & W I 02, Frame No. S. 

Feature # 4. Riveted, steel water pipe. Steve Hammond for scale. View to northwest. 

Roll No.: B & W I 02, Frame No. 10. 

DPA 422 C {Rh. 4/861 

Me. Yr. 
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08-SBd-30-PS-HA-06 Mo. 

Continuati.,., 

Feature # 5. Wire-bound rock, water diversion gate. Steve Hammond for scale. View to south. 
Roll No.: B & W / 02, Frame No . 11. 

OPR 422 C (R~. 4/861 

Feature # 8. Concrete stand pipe. Steve Hammond for scale. View to southeast. 

Roll No.: B & W / 02, Frame No. 14. 

Yr. 
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It.." No. ContinUllti041 

35 PHOTOGRAPHS 

Mo . 

Feature # 9. Rubble concrete I redwood plank I water spreading gate. Steve Hammond for scale. 
View to southeast. Roll No.: B & W I 02, Frame No. 15. 

OPR 422 C (Rev. 4/86 1 

Feature # 11. Rubble concrete I redwood plank I water spreading gate. Steve Hammond for scale. 

View to south. Roll No.: B & W I 02, Frame No. 17. 

Yr. 
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35 PHOTOGRAPHS 

.:. . _. *_ <~: /~ .. L~· .Lt.) ,. ..... Ient Trinomiel: _______ '_._ . ___ ~ 1 __ .... Yr • 
08-SBd-30-PS-HA-06 

Feature # 16. Bridge-like water diversion structure. View to west. Roll No.: B & W I 02, Frame No. 19. 

CPR 422 C fR ..... 4/861 

Feature # 16. Bridge-like water diversion structure deck. Vi ew to south-southeast. 

Ro ll No.: B & W I 02, Frame No. 20. 



State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #  P36-006645 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # CA-SBR-6545 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings SBD30/330-HA-02 
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 2 *Resource Name or #:  
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Harrison Mountain Date: 1967 rev. 1988 T:1N; R3W; NE¼ of SW ¼ of Sec 19 (approximate location 
Muscupiabe land grant) San Bernardino B. M. 

 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11(approximate): 477987mE  /  3779398mE    
 e.  Other Locational Data: Little Sand Canyon Basin        Elevation: 1475 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) 

Directions: From the intersection of the 210 freeway and Del Rosa Avenue, proceed north  on Del Rosa Avenue for 0.47 mile 
north to Marshall Boulevard,  Turn right (east) onto Marshall Boulevard and travel 1 mile east to Arden Street.  Turn left (north) 
onto Arden Street and travel 0.3 mile north to Foothill Dr.  Turn left (west) onto Foothill Dr. and travel 0.3 mile west-northwest on 
Foothill Dr.  At this point the resource would be located 445 feet northeast.   
 

*P3a.  Description: The Highland Canal is a several mile-long historic-period canal originally recorded by CALTRANS District 8 in 
March of 1990.  The canal was noted to be in poor condition due to modifications that occurred in the 1940s.  The area of the canal 
around Highway 330 was noted to have been replaced with a pipe thus no longer in use or functioning.  The 1990 record notes five 
features associated with this site.  These features include a siphon or concrete pipe, an open conduit or exposed rubble masonry, 
a poured concrete division box with three openings, a covered conduit, and a diversion gate. (See continuation sheet page two of 
two) 
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH06 – water conveyance systems 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 

P5b.  Description of Photo: Approximate 
alignment of what was previously Highland 
Canal within Little Sand Canyon APE. 
Northwest. 7/14/2014. Photo No. 118.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic Prehistoric            ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
County of San Bernardino 
157 West 5th Street 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9.   Date: ☐ Recorded 
 Updated: 7/14/2014   
 
 

*P10. Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian archaeological survey 
 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

*Attachments: ☐NONE  ☐Location Map  ☐Sketch Map   Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 

☐Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #: P36-006545              
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page   2   of   2                                *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): P36-006545                                                                         
*Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. Myers       *Date: 8/6/2014          Continuation      Update 
*P3a.  Description (Cont.): ECORP archaeologists visited a small portion of the Highland Canal while conducting surveys for 
San Bernardino County’s First Line of Defense survey project.  There were no remnants of the features of the Highland Canal 
or any associated features within the projects survey area. This may be due to the disturbances from the construction of the 
basin in 1970. 
 
References: 
 
Sutton, Paula  

1990 Site Record for P36-00645 Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
             Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA. 

San Bernardino County Public Works Department, Control Districts Systemwide Facility Maintenance Table  
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State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Per.anent Trinolllial: CA-SBR- ~SttS" H SlWlement [] 

ARC H E 0 LOG I CAL SIT E RECORD Other Designation: SBd30/330-HA-02 
Pending Site No. P1062-4-H 

Page 1 of 16. 

1. County: San Bernardino 2. USGS Quad: Harrison Htn. 1967 (7_5') X (15') Photorevised 1988 

3. UTM Coordinates: Zone 11 
UTM Coordi nates: Zone 11 

I 

I 

Map Reference No.1: 483020. Easting I 
Map Reference No.2: 477610. Easting I 

3777020 • Northing 
3779500 • Northing 

4. Township 1N Range 311; S 1/2 of S 1/2 of Section 27 Base (Her.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 311; S 1/2 of Section 28 Base (Mer_) SBM 
Township 1N Range 311; SII 1/4 of Nil 1/4 of Section 28 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 311; N 1/2 of Section 29 Base (Mer.) SBM 
Township 1N Range 311; SII 1/4 of SI./ 1/4 of SI./ 1/4 of Section 20 Base (Mer_) SBM 
Township 1N Range ·,311;·- S 1/2 of Sect i on 29 Base (Mer.) SBM 

5. Hap Coordinates (frOlll N\I corner of. 1118p) 6. Elevation: 1600 to 1630 feet above MSL 
Map Reference No. 1 : 525 nmS 250 11ft 

Map Reference No.2: 425 nmS 28 11ft 

7. Location: The site (the Highland Canal) is located along the base of the San Bernardino Mountains in San Bernardino 
County, CA. A suggested access route follows: from the intersection of Highland and Boulder Avenues in Highland, 
CA, travel approximately 0.15 mile (850 feet) east on Highland Avenue. Turn left (north) on Old City Creek Road via 
a locked gate maintained by East Valley lIater District in San Bernardino. Head north approximately 0.28 mi (1500 
feet) to where the road crosses over the Highland Canal. Park and walk approximately 250 feet east to the concrete 
division box. 

NOTE REGARDING LOCATIONAL DESCRIPTION: THE AREA BETIlEEN CITY CREEK AND EXISTING SR 330 liAS FIELD-CHECKED. OTHER 
LOCATIONAL INFORMATION IS BASED ON REFERENCE MATERIALS (HALL 1888, BEATTIE 1951, SCOTT 1976, HORNBECK AND BOTTS 
1988, MIKESELL 1989). 

8. Prehistoric Historic X Protohistoric 

9. Site Description: LATE NINETEENTH CENTURY TO TIlENTIETH CENTURY RUBBLE MASONRY IRRIGATION CANAL: THE HIGHLAND 
Canal. This canal is likely the "Highland Vineyard Company's Canal" referred to by Hall (1888:137,142). 
Apparently, the canal was initially an earthen ditch that was enlarged and paved in rubble masonry between 1881 and 
1888. It was built as an extension of the North Fork Canal, designed to deliver water to lands north of Highland 
Avenue and west of City Creek (llest Highlands area). The Highland Canal is no longer functional. 

Location: The canal diverted water from the North Fork Canal on the east side of City Creek. The location of the 
diversion is unknown, as the area was not field -checked. Hall (1888:142) indicates that the "Highland Vinyard 
Canal" "takes water just below the heavy drop which is made in that canal by a tunnel through the mesa edge above 
City Creek ••• " The canal then crossed the creek in a redwood flume approximately 700 feet upstream from the 1884 
extension of the North Fork Canal. (A section of the North Fork Canal merged with, and superseded the Highland 
Canal after a flood washed out the North Fork Canal's crossing at City Creek in 1916). The canal cont inued 
northwest along the base of the San Bernardino Mountains and terminated near the north end of Sterling Avenue in San 
Bernardino. In subsequent years, a pipe was installed to carry water further west (Scott 1976:33). 

Dimensions: several miles long, trapezoidal cross'section with basal width = @ 1.5 feet, top width = @ 4.5 feet, 
depth = @ 2.5 feet (Hall 1888:142). 



State of california - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

A~R C H E 0 lOG I CAL SIT ERE COR D 

Page 2 of 16. 

Pe~t Trino.ial: CA-SBR- 6S'f5' H 

Other Designation: SBd30/330-HA-02 
Pending Site No. P1062-4·H 

3 1 90 
Mo_ Yr. 

Construction: Rubble masonry conduit consisting of an excavated depression, paved with small, partially rounded 
granitic boulders (locally available, especially in creek channels), laid in lime mortar, with a concrete lining 
forming an even·planed face. (According to Hall (1888:142), the canal had two timbered tunnels, and several 
[redwood] trestles and flumes that crossed creeks and ravines). 

10. Area: @ 6400. x 2 • = @ 9600 .2. Method of Dete~ination: partial foot survey, 
[@ 21000 ft x @ 4.5 ft = @ 94500 ft 2] historic maps, Hall 1888:142 

11. Depth: @ 7S c.. (@ 2.5 ft) Method of Dete~ination: Engineer's report (Hall 1888:142); folding rule. 

12. Features: The Highland Canal-has_.5 major features, or design elements within or near the SR 30/330 Area of 
Potential Effects (APE) (west of City Creek and east of existing SR 330): 

1) Siphon: A concrete pipe, inverted siphon replaced the Highland Canal trestle/flume at City Creek in the late 
1940's (Scott [1976:34] indicates 1947; Hinckley [1983] indicates 1949). 

2) Open Conduit: A section of the exposed rubble masonry conduit between City Creek and the division box. 

3) Division Box: A poured concrete division box with three openings (an inlet gate, a gate to the North Fork Canal 
connector ditch, and a gate to the Highland Canal) was built in 1916, and modified in the late 1940's after 
installation of the siphon. A concrete block barrier was added to raise the division wall that encases the gate to 
the Highland Canal. 

4) Covered Conduit A covered section of canal heads west of the division box to existing SR 330, where the canal is 
replaced with a reinforced concrete pipe under the highway. 

5) Diversion Gate: a diversion gate exists at the connecting channel from the City Creek Ditch. 

13. Artifacts: None noted 

14. Non-artifactual Constituents and Faunal Remains: None noted 

15. Date Recorded: 1·90 16. Recorded By: Paula Sutton 

17. Affiliation and Address: CALTRANS, District 08, 247 W. 3rd St. San Bernardino, CA 92402 

18. Hunan Remains: N/A 

19. Site Disturbances: Integrity of the canal within and near the SR 30/330 APE is poor due to modifications occurring 
in the late 1940's. The redwood trestle/flume crossing at City Creek was replaced with a 36 inch, concrete pipe, 
inverted siphon. Modifications were made at either end of the siphon, as well as at the division box. Canal water 
was rerouted into concrete pipes when existing SR 330 was constructed in 1949. Beyond the highway, a buried 
concrete pipe has replaced the canal, and it is no longer functioning (Mikesell 1989:8). 
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20_ Nearest Water (type, distance and direction): The canal crosses City Creek via a concrete pipe, inverted siphon. 

21. Vegetation Community (site vicinity): Area of interest: north of Highland Ave, between existing SR 330 and City 
Creek. 

Community at City Creek: Southern Sycamore-Alder Riparian ~oodland. Species observed: Sycamore, (Platanus 
rhombifolia), ~hite Alder (Alnus rhombifolia), Sagebrush (Artemisia douQlasiana), Elderberry (Sambucus mexicana), 
Poison Oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum). 

Community on benches and area west of City Creek: Riversidean Sage Scrub. Species observed: Sagebrush (Artemisia 
ca lifornica), Saltbrush (Atriplex canescens), Foxtail (Bromus rubens), Brittle Bush (Encelia farinosa), California 
Uuckwheat (ErioQonum fasciculatum), ~hite Sag~, (Salvia apiana), Black Sage (Salvia mellifera), Our Lord's Candle 
(Yucca whipplei parishii), and Prickly Pear (~ littoralis). 

The natural vegetation on the benches and area west of City Creek has been disrupted by agricultural activities. 
Ci trus trees no longer exist, however, a few Palms (Arecaceae), Pepper trees (Schinus) and a grove of Eucalyptus 
(Eucalyptus) remain as part of the historic landscape. The vegetation is mostly ruderal, i.e., invaded by exotic 
weeds and grasses, although remnant or regenerated patches of the Riversidean Sage Scrub community also exist. 

22. Vegetation COIIIIUlity (on site): Same as ITEM 21. 

23. Site Soil: Silty loam/alluvium 

24. Surrounding Soil: Silty loam/alluvium 

25. Geology: Granitic cobbles and boulders eroded from the San Bernardino Mountains. 

26. Landform: alluvial fan/valley edge (northwestern side of the San Bernardino Valley). Mouth of City Creek Canyon . 

27. Slope: the ruling grade is 5' 4" per mile (Hall 1888:142). < 1 % 28. Exposure: Open 

29. l andowner(s) (and/or tenants) and Address: East Valley ~ater District, 1155 Del Rosa Ave, San Bernardino, CA 
92410. Previous Owners: Bear Valley Mutual Water Company, Highland Ditch Company, Highland Ditch Corporation, 

K~~ Vineyard 

30. Remarks: The Highland Canal represents a capital·intensive project that occurred during the economic boom of 
t he 1880's. Other nearby irrigation canals include the North Fork Canal and the City Creek Ditch. 

31. References: 

Assessors' Lot and Map Books, San Bernardino County 
1895 to 1950 On file, Central Microfilming and Records Storage, General Services Agency, San Bernardino, CA. 
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1951 Origin and Early Development of Water Rights in the East San Bernardino Valley. San Bernardino Valley 
Water Conservation District, Redlands, CA. 

Fairchild Aerial Surveys, Inc. 
1937 Black and White Aerial Photo showing the City Creek area in San Bernardino County, CA. Scale: 1" = 800'· 

1200'. Job # 4646, Index # 50. Fairchild Aerial Surveys, Inc., Los Angeles. On file, District 08 
Office, California Department of Transportation, San Bernardino, CA. 

Hall, William Hammond 
1888 Irrigation in Southern California, the Field, Water Supply, and Works, Organization and Operation in San 

Diego, San Bernardino, and Los Angeles Counties; The Second Part of the Report of the State Engineer 
of California on Irrigation and Irrigation Questions. State Printing Office, Sacramento, CA. 

Hal1111Ond, Stephen R. and Lois M. Webb 
1977 Cultural Resources Survey, Route 30 Between Interstate Route 10 and Arden Avenue, San Bernardino County, 

California. Ms. on file, Environmental Branch, District 08 Office, California Department of 
Transportation, San Bernardino, CA. 

Hinckley, H. 
1983 An History of Bear Valley Mutual Water Company, 1903·1983. Bear Valley Mutual water Con~ny, Redlands, 

CA. 

Holland, Robert F. 
1986 Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California. California Department of 

Fish and Game, Sacramento, CA. 

Hornbeck, David and Howard Botts 
1988 Seven Oaks Dam Project: Water Systems. Prepared for the u.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles, CA. 

Lunt, Jerry 
1990 Proposed State Route 30/330 Design Map SHEET 8 of 10. On file, Environmental Branch, District 08 Office, 

California Department of Transportation, San Bernardino, CA. 

Mikesell, Stephen D. 
* 1989 Historical Resources Evaluation Report·Historic, North Fork Canal, Highlands Canal and City Creek Ditch, 

8-SBd'330, P.M. 28.7/30.2. Ms. on file, Environmental Branch, District 08 Office, California Department 
of Transportation, San Bernardino, CA. 

Scott, M. B. 
1976 Development of Water Facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin, California, 1810-1968. u.S. Geological 

Survey Administrative Report, Open-File Report 77-398. 

* This report is attached. 
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1945 SBd 207 Design Map, Sheet 4 of 25. On file, Environmental Branch, District OB Office, California 
Department of Transportation, San Bernardino, CA. 

Sutton, Paula A. 
1990 First Addendum Archaeological Survey Report and First Supplemental Historical Resource Evaluation 

Report for the Construction of State Route 30 from Highland and Arden Avenuesto Fifth Street (3.6 
Miles), and Construction of State Route 330 from the Proposed 30/330 Interchange to 0.7 Miles North of 
Highland Avenue (1.6 miles): (OB-SBd-30, 330-R26.7/30.2; 08-SBd-330 2B.7/30.2, 08201-157901). Ms. on 
file, Environmental Branch, District OB Office, California Department of Transportation, San Bernardino, 
CA. 

U.S. Dapartment of Agriculture 
1949 Black and ~hite Aerial Photo showing the City Creek area in San Bernardino County, CA. Approximate 

scale: 1" = 600'. # AXL-6F-100. USDA Production and Marketing Administration, ~estern Re~ion 
laboratory, Salt lake City, UT. On file, District OB Office, California Department of Transportation, 
San Bernardino, CA. 

32. Name of Project: Archaeological Survey of the Proposed SR 30/330 Connector, San Bernardino County, CA 
(E.A.# 08201-157901). 

33. Type of Investigation: Cultural Resource Survey 

34. Site Accession NUlDer: No collections made Curated At: N/A 

35. Photos: Roll # B & ~ 1 4, Frames B, 9, 10, 11, 12 Taken By: Paula Sutton 
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tamera and lens Types: Fuji Autofocus 34 and 53 mm On File at: CALTRANS, Dist_ 08 
Environmental Branch 
247 W_ 3rd St. Fill. Type and Speed: Black and White Plus-x-pan 125 PX 135-24 
San Bernardino, CA 92402 

Roll Nutber: B & W / 04 

Mo. Day Time Frame SUbject/Description View Toward Accession No. Photographer 

12/ 14/39 2:30 PM 8 Highland Canal, near where it intersects with the NW Paula Sutton 

diversion channel of the City Creek Ditch. 

12/ 14/89 2:35 PH 9 Concrete box along the Highland Canal near where NW Paula Sutton 
water is diverted into the diversion channel of 
the City Creek Ditch. 

12/ 14/89 2:35 PH 10 Division box for North Fork Canal and Highland E Paula Sutton 

Canal. 

12/ 14/89 2:35 PH 11 Division box for North Fork Canal and Highland NW Paula Sutton 
Canal. 

12/ 14/89 2:35 PH 12 Division box for North Fork Canal and Highland S Paula Sutton 
Canal. 
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RoLL NUlDer: B & W / 04 

Frame NUlDer: 8 

Perwanent Trinomial: CA -SBR- 6540 H 3 /90 
Mo. Yr. 

Other Designation: SBd30/330-HA-02 
Pending Site No. PSBR-11-H 

View Toward: Northwest 
Subject: Highland Canal, near where it intersects with the diversion channel of the City 

Creek Ditch. 

Rol l Nl.IIIber: B & 101 / 04 

FrlllAe MUlDer: 9 

View Toward: East 
Subject: Concrete box along the Highland Canal near where water is diverted into the 

diversion channel of the City Creek Ditch. 
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Roll Number: B & W / 04 
Frame Number: 10 

Pe..--.ent TrillOlllial: CA-SBR- bS45' H 

Other Designation: SBd30/330-HA-02 
Pending Site No. P1062-4-H 

view Toward: East 
SWject: Division box for the North Fork Canal and the Highland Canal. 

Roll Number: B & W / 04 
Frame Number: 11 
View Toward: Northwest 
SWject: Division box for the North Fork Canal and the Highland Canal. 

3 190 

Mo. Yr. 
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Roll Number: 8 & W / 04 
Frame Number: 12 

Pe.-.anent Trinolllial: CA-SBR- 65lf5" H 

Other Designation: SBd30/330-HA-02 
Pending Site No. P1062-4-H 

View Toward: South 
Slbject : Division box for the North Fork Canal and the Highland Canat. 

3 I 90 
Mo. Yr. 
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1937 BLACK AND YHITE AERIAL PHOTO (FAIRCHILD AERIAL SURVEYS. INC) 
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NORTH FORK WATER CO. AND BEAR VALLEY MlITUAL WATER CO. 33 

West Highlands Water Company 

Although capacity of the North Fork Canal was increased to 1,500 miner's 
inches in 1884, and the line west of City Creek was built along Highland 
Avenue (p. 18, 19), the owners of property north of Highland Avenue, in the 
area now known as West Highlands (fig. 11), were unable to receive water from 
the North Fork Canal. Seth Marshall, A. E. Sterling, and several other owners 
of such land, who were also large stockholders in the North Fork Water Co., 
organized the West Highlands Water Co. The purpose of the company was to 
acquire and manage water, water rights, and water-distribution facilities in 
the area. The West Highlands Water Co. was incorporated October 17, 1887, 
with a capital stock of $90,000 divided into 900 shares (written commun., 
North Fork Water Co., 1967). 

The following year the same group of men organized the Highland Ditch 
Co., which was incorporated February 10, 1888, with a capital stock of 
$180,000 divided into 9,000 shares. The main objective of this company was to 
build a canal--the Highland ditch--along the base of the mountains, west of 
City Creek, to supply water to the West Highlands area. The Highland ditch 
(figs. 11 and 13), completed in 1888, diverted from the North Fork Canal on 
the east side of City Creek, crossed City Creek upstream from the North Fork 
Canal, continued northwest along the base of the mountains, and ended north 
of Del Rosa near the north end of Sterling Avenue. From that point the Bear 
Valley pipeline extended west along the north side of the present-day country 
club (37th Street), and then south along the west side of the country club 
(Parkside Drive). ,. 

FIGURE 13.--Highland ditch east of Sand Creek, built in 1888; now part of 
Bear Valley Mutual Water Company system. 



34 WATER FACILITIES, SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, CALIF., 1810-1968 

The flood of January 1916 destroyed the City Creek crossing of the North 
Fork Canal (Beattie, 1951, p. 32). Instead of rebuilding the crossing, the 
Bear Valley Mutual and North Fork Water Cos. diverted North Fork water through 
the Highland ditch flume to a division box (fig. 11). From there a connecting 
line was built. The Highland ditch flume over City Creek was replaced by an 
inverted siphon in 1947 (Beattie, 1951, p. 32). In recent years the 
convers ion of agricultural land to building lots near the lower end of the 
Highland ditch has resulted in a decrease in water demand in that area. 
Consequently, in 1962 the Highland ditch was closed at the Little Sand Creek 
crossing (fig. 11). 

There has been a succession of water companies in the West Highlands 
area . In 1892 the Highland Ditch Co. sold its ditch to the Bear Valley 
Irrigation Co., successor to the Bear Valley Land and Water Co. (Beattie, 
1951 , p. 29). The West Highlands Water Co. continued to deliver water derived 
f r om stock held in the North Fork !Vater Co. and the Bear Valley Irrigation Co., 
or i ts successor, the Bear Valley ~rutual Water Co., until early in 1967. 
Duri ng recent ye':trs, the East San Bernardino County Water District acquired 
sto ck in the North Fork lVater Co. and Bear Valley Mutual !Vater Co. from 
property owners in the West Highlands district. In March 1967 the West 
High lands Water Co., by a quit claim deed, conveyed all ditches, rights-of
way , and e asements to the East San Bernardino County Water District, and about 
November 19, 1967, the !Vest Highland !Vater Co. was dissolved (written corrunun., 
J. R. Poppett, 1967). 

/ 

Santa Ana Wastewater Ditch 

The forerunner of the Santa Ana wastewater ditch was the Timber ditch 
(f ig. 4), discussed earlier in this report. By 1878, the original owners of 
Timber ditch water rights had transferred their rights to lands on the south 
side of the Santa Ana River and the Timber ditch was abandoned (p. 17). 
Shortly after that, property owners on the north side of the river filed claim 
on the surplus water of the river up to a maximum of 500 miner's inches, a 
fl ow rate that was equivalent to the capacity of the old Timber ditch. In 
other words, the claim was for sao miner's inches of the wastewater in the 
ri ver, if that quantity was available after upstream rights were satisfied. 

A new ditch--the Santa Ana wastewater ditch--was built with its intake at 
about the same site as that of the old Timber ditch. The new ditch generally 
fo l lowed the course of the old ditch and joined it (figs. 6 and 11). 

Operational records for the Santa Ana wastewater ditch are scanty. Only 
a small quantity of water was available to owners during the three consecutive 
dry years 1881-83 (Hall, 1888, p. 281). Floods occurred in 1884, and in the 
summers of the years 1884-87 the flow was about 200 miner's inches. About 
25 0 acres was irrigated from the ditch in 1885. On this acreage grew alfalfa, 
de ciduous fruit trees, and other summer crops. By 1888 the irrigated cropland 
had increased to 300 acres (Hall, 1888, p. 281). 

./ 
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3. Until the 1938 flood, all North Fork and San Bernardino 
County Water Conservation District spreading ground water was 
carried across the Santa Ana River in a wooden flume on a 
trestle. The water flowed into an open pool where water speci
fied for the North Fork Ditch was transported by a tunnel to the 
North Fork Weir. After the flood this flume was replaced by a 
55-inch pipe. In 1946, a 30-inch pipe was connected to the 
larger pipe to carry the water directly to the North Fork Weir. 
The 30-inch pipe was replaced in 1971 with 34-inch pipe. 

4. In 1954, other troublesome sections totaling 1450 feet were 
replaced with 27-inch and a 30-inch concrete pipe. 

5. In 1977, the State Water Project was tied into the North 
For k Ditch 3/4 of a wile downstrea~ frow the North Fork Weir via 
the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District Foothill 
Feeder. 

Highland Canal (1888 ) 

In 1888, land owners located west of the North Fork Ditch along the 
base of t he rrountains forn-ed the Highland Ditch Corporation to build a 
canal to irrigate the lands above Highland Avenue (Beattie 1951:28 ). A 
2 l iS -wil e long canal was constructed connecting into the North Fork 
Ditch in East Highlands. The Highland Canal crosses City Cree k and 
se veral other channels on flu ~e s and flows through two tunnels, one 1200 
feet in length and the other 500 feet long (Hall 1888:142-143). Later, 
a 20-inch steel pipeline carried water another four rriles to the west 
side of San Bernardino but this pipeline was abandoned in 1941 (E. 
Hinckley 1951:41 ). Se ctions of th e ditch vacated in 1965 and 1978 are 
visi~le (E . Hinckley 1951 ). Today, only a single stockholder of Bear
Valley r~utual Water Co~pany gets water delivered through rewaining parts 
of the systefT' (H. Hinckley 1983) . 
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State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary # P36-013740 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # SBR-12644H 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 1 *Resource Name or #: P36-013740 
P1.  Other Identifier: 

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Cucamonga Peak Date: 1966 T: 1N; R: 6W; NE¼ of SW¼ of Sec22 San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11: 452724mE  /  377911mN 
 e.  Other Locational Data: Etiwanda Debris Basin          Elevation: 1,580 feet above mean sea level 

Directions: From the intersection of the 210 Freeway and Day Creek Boulevard, in the city of Rancho Cucamonga, proceed 
north of Day Creek Boulevard for 0.39 mile to Banyan Street.  Turn right (east) onto Banyan Street, proceed 0.76 mile to 
Etiwanda Avenue.  Turn left (north) onto Etiwanda Avenue and travel approximately 0.81 mile north.  At this point the site is 
located directly east.   
 

*P3a.  Description: P36-013740 is a historic-period residential complex originally recorded in February of 1991 by Mckenna et al. 
They noted remains of at least four structures, trough, work areas, refuse scatters, tree breaks, and retaining walls.  Associated 
artifacts noted in the 1991 record include glass, ceramics, household items, car bodies/parts and electrical fixtures.  McKenna et al. 
also recorded a small historic-period trash scatter in the northeast portion of the current site boundary; these were originally 
recorded as two separate sites, but later combined into one (P36-013740).  (See continuation sheet, page two of two) 
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH5 (wells/cisterns) AH6 (water conveyance systems) AH02 (foundations/structure pads)  
 

*P4.  Resources Present: Building  
☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  
☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc. 
 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Overview of 
portion of P36-060256 as mapped within APE 
of Etiwanda debris Basin.  View: North Date: 
7/7/2014. Photo No. 89.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
Historic Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9.   Date: 7/7/2014 ☐ Recorded   
Updated:   
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 

archaeological survey 
 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 

 
*Attachments: NONE  ☐Location Map  ☐Sketch Map  Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
☐Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #: P36-013740             
CONTINUATION SHEET   HRI#/Trinomial:                                  
 
Page:  2  of  2                              *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder):P36-013740                                                                          
*Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. Myers       *Date: August 6th 2014            Continuation      Update 
*P3a.  Description (Cont.): This site was revisited by Greenwood and Associates in 1991 who noted the car bodies had been 
removed per San Bernardino County Flood Control District. Recent/modern trash was found within the survey area but was 
otherwise consistent with the original record.  Additional resources, including SCA glass was found at western extreme away 
from the project area and additional modern trash including household appliances were noted.  Disturbances included the 
creation of the western berm of the spreading grounds that may have covered or moved some trash deposits in the 
easternmost portion of the recorded boundary.  Michael Brandman Associates revisited this site in 2003 and noted two loci 
and six features at this site.  Locus A consists of a cobblestone foundation, a Eucalyptus wind break, a cobblestone wall, a 
cobblestone foundation, a cobblestone structure foundation, and a concrete foundation.  Locus B contains a cobblestone 
foundation, a cobblestone/concrete foundation, a concrete trough, a cobble stone wall, and a small cobble wall enclosure 
(Dice 2012). Michael Brandman Associates revisited and updated this site again in 2012 and noted that features had been 
further disturbed by paintball and dirt bike activities.  Furthermore this update noted that the ruins had been used as a 
homeless habitation. 
 
ECORP archaeologists visited the northeastern-most portion of this site’s recorded boundary in July 2014 as part of San 
Bernardino County’s First Line of Defense survey project.  Despite intensive searching archaeologists observed no cultural 
resources. Disturbances to the area include heavy erosion from mountain water run-off and disturbances from heavy earth 
moving equipment.   
 
References: 
 
McKenna, Jeanette 
 1991 Site Record for SBR-12644(P1081-19)  Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
             Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA.   
 
 McKenna, Jeanette  
 1991 Site Record for SBR-12644(P10-1081-16) Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
              Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA.   
 
 Dice, Michael and Dustin Kay 
 2012 and 2003 Site Record for P36-013740.  Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
              Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 





















































State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary # P36-014993 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 1 *Resource Name or #: P36-014993 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Yucaipa, California Date:1996  T:1S; R:1W; SE ¼ of NW ¼ of Sec: 31  San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N\A City: N/A           Zip:     N/A 
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11N: 497536mE  /  3766898mN   
 e.  Other Locational Data: Oak Glen Creek Basin            Elevation: 2,830 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) 

Directions: From the intersection of California State Route 38 and Bryant Street near Yucaipa, proceed 2.78 miles 
south/southeast on Bryant Street. Turn left (east) onto Panorama Drive and proceed east 0.43 mile.  At this point the resource 
will be located approximately 178 feet due north of this location.   

 
*P3a.  Description: P36-014993 is an isolated prehistoric primary obsidian flake originally recorded June 3rd 2008 by CRM TECH.  
This obsidian flake was found during cultural monitoring of earth moving construction activity for the Oak Glen Creek/Wilson II 
basin project in Yucaipa, CA (Hogan 2008).   
 
ECORP archaeologists visited this area July 16th 2014 as part of San Bernardino County’s First Line of Defense survey project.  
Despite intensive survey, no cultural resources were observed near or around the original isolate location. Disturbances noted in 
the area include heavily landscaped and graded slopes from county flood control basin maintenance and applied concrete/rip rap 
with earthen berms.   
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AP16 – other (isolate; lithic) 
 

*P4.  Resources Present: Building ☐Structure ☐Object 
☐Site ☐District ☐Element of District Other (Isolates, etc.) 
 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Overview of Oak Glen Creek 
basin showing heavy grading and modern rip-rap.  View 
Southwest. Date: 7/16/2014. Photo No. 150.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: ☐Historic  
Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9.   Date: ☐ Recorded  Updated:  7/16/2014 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian archaeological 
survey 

 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Hogan, Michael 
 2008      Site record for P36-014993 Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
             Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA. 
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  
 

*Attachments: NONE  ☐Location Map  ☐Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
☐Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List) 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



State of Califomia-The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Primary #--"....l.I.J:L-IL...oL-L-...J......;:;..3=-_____ _ 
HRI#. ________________________ ___ 

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial, __________________________ __ 

NRHP Status Code, ___________ _ 
Other Listings, ________________________________________ __ 

Review Code Reviewer Date 
Page_1_of_3_ *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) __ ~C:.:.RM::..:.._=T:..:E:;C:::;H:!._=2..::1.::.9..::1~I:.!:s~o::..-_=1~_ 

P1. Other Identifler:, __________________________________________________________________ _ 

*P2. Location: L Not for Publication Unrestricted *a. County San Bernardino 

and (P2b and P2c or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.) 
*b. USGS 7.5' g.-ad Yucaipa, Calif. Date. __ ..::1~9:..::9:..::6~ ______________________________ _ 

TIS; Rll"'--\ie!!'l#~Of~1/40fSec.2..L; S.B. B.M. 
Elevation: Approximately 2,830 feet above mean sea level 

c. Address N/A City Yucaipa Zip, __________________ _ 

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone--±l; 497536 mEl 3766898 mN 
UTM Derivation: __ USGS Quad L GPS 

e. Other Locational Data: (e.g. , parcel #, directions to resource, etc., as appropriate) The isolate was 
located near the base of the slope below Panorama Drive, approximately 
2000 ft east of Bryant Road. 

*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include deSign, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries) The isolate consists of one (1) early, primary Salton Butte 
obsidian flake, with a substantial amount of cortical material still present. 

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (Ust attributes and codes) AP16. Other (isolate; lithic) 

*P4. Resources Present: Building Structure Object Site District Element of District 
V Isolate Other-- -- -- -- -- --

Ipsa. Photograph or Drawing (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.) 
PSb. Description of Photo: (view, date, accession #) On file at CRM TECH office (see page 3). 

*P6. Date Constructed! Age and Sources: __ Historic LPrehistOric __ BOth---------------------------

*P7. Owner and Address: __________________________________________________________________ _ 

*P8. Recorded by: (Name, affiliation, and address) Michael Hogan, CRM TECH, 1016 East Cooley 
Drive, Suite A/B, Colton, CA 92324 

*P9. DateRecorded:.~J:..::u:.:.n:.!:e~3~,~2~0~0~8::.._ ____________________________________________________ _ 

*P10. Survey Type: (Describe) Monitoring of earth-moving construction activity. 

*P11. Report Citation: (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none.") Michael Hogan (2009): 
Letter report concerning Archaeological Monitoring of Earth-Moving Operations 
for the Oak Glen Creek/Wilson II Basin Project, in the City of Yucaipa, San 
Bernardino County, California (CRM TECH Contract #2191). On file, 
Archaeological Information Center, San Bernardino County Museum. 

*Attachments:_NonelLocation Map __ Sketch Map_Continuation Sheet_Building, Structure, and Object Record 
__ Archaeological Record_District Record_Unear Resource Record_Milling Station Record __ Rock Art Record 
_Artifact Record_Photograph Record __ Other (List):, ______________________ _ 

DPR S23A (1J9S) *Requlred information 



State of California-The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

LOCATION MAP 

Primary # ....... ""-""-'-tL....J-L...4'-='--_____ _ 

HRI# __________________________ ___ 

Trinomial 
Page-L of __ 3_ -Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) CRM TECH 2191 I80-1 

-Map Name: Yucaipa, Calif -Scale: 1 : 24 , 000 -Date of Map:._-=1.::..9.::..9.;:.6 __________________ _ 

1000 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 feet 
i H H I 

DPR 523J (1195) -Required Information 



State of Califomla-The Resources Agency Primary #---S:::....LI.p...:::.~L-L....L"O:"'::::==-__ _ 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI # __________ _ 

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial 
Page_3_of_3_ Resource name or # (Assigned by recorder) CRM TECH 2191 Iso-l 

Recorded by Michael Hogan Date __ ~Ju=n~e=-~3L,~2~O~O~8~ __ Llsolate 

Obsidian flake found during monitoring for the Oak Glen Creek/Wilson II Basin 
Project, in the City of Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. 

DPR 523L (1~5) *Requlred Information 



State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #  P36-022623 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 1 *Resource Name or #:P36-022623  
 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Yucaipa, California Date: 1996 T:2S; R: 1W; SE¼ of NE¼ of Sec 7   San Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: City: Yucaipa    Zip: 92399  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11N: 498290 mE   /  3763685mN  
 e.  Other Locational Data: Elevation: 2,765 feet above mean sea level (AMSL)  

Directions: From the intersection of Interstate 10 and County Line Rd near the city of Yucaipa, CA, proceed east on County 
Line Rd. 1.5 mile to California Street.    Turn left (north) on California Street and travel 0.9 mile to Wildwood Canyon Rd.  Turn 
right (East) onto Wildwood Canyon Rd and proceed 1.18 miles.  At this point the resource location is 697 feet due south.   

 
*P3a.  Description: P36-022623 is a historic refuse deposit originally recorded by LSA Associates, Inc. in 2010 during construction 
monitoring of the Wildwood Canyon flood control basins in Yucaipa, CA.  When discovered, this site consisted of 50 glass shards, 
rusted sheet metal fragments, a rusted spring, one automobile screw jack, transfer print ceramics, a marble fragment, a church key 
can lid, sanitary can fragments, and a painted ceramic tile fragment (Wilson 2010). 
 
ECORP archaeologists visited this area as part of San Bernardino County’s First Line of Defense survey project July, 16th 2014.  
Despite intensive searching, no cultural resources were located in this vicinity.  The original area of the site has since been heavily 
graded and landscaped as part of the County’s maintenance and improvement of the Wildwood debris basin.    
 

  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH04.Trash scatter/dump 
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  Other (Isolates, etc.) 

 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Over of Wildwood 
Debris Basin showing modern rip-rap and grading. 
View: Southwest. 7/16/2014. Photo No. 165.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources:  
Historic ☐Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9. Date: ☐ Recorded   Updated:  7/16/2014 
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 

archaeological survey 
 
*P11.  Report Citation:  
Wilson, Britt W.  

2010  Site Record for P36-022624 Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
             Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA.   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: NONE  ☐Location Map  ☐Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
☐Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List): 
DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 





































State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #  P36-022624 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 1 *Resource Name or #: P36-022624 
P1.  Other Identifier:  

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
      *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Yucaipa, California Date:1996;  T:2S; R: 1W; NE¼  of NE  ¼ of Sec: 7  San Bernardino B. M. 
   c.  Address:      City: Yucaipa, CA  Zip:92399 N\A  
   d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11N: 498384mE  /  3763777mN  
   e.  Other Locational Data: Wildwood Debris Basin              Elevation: 2777 Feet Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL) 

d. Directions: From the intersection of Interstate 10 and County Line Rd near the city of Yucaipa, CA, proceed east on 
County Line Rd. 1.5 miles to California Street.  Turn left (north) on California St., proceed .9 miles to Wildwood Canyon 
Rd.  Turn right (East) onto Wildwood Canyon Rd and proceed 1.25 miles.  At this point the resource location is 322 feet 
due south.   

 
      *P3a.  Description: P36-022624 is an isolated prehistoric-period granitic shaped mano with unifacial wear originally found and 

collected by LSA Associates Inc. August 24th, 2010 during construction activity.  Due to soil disturbance caused by construction 
activity the original location of the mano is unknown. 

 
 ECORP archaeologist revisited the area July 16th as part of a San Bernardino County’s First Line of Defense survey project.  Due 

to the collection during monitoring by LSA Associates Inc. the isolate was not relocated.  No other cultural resources were 
observed in the vicinity.  This area has been highly disturbed by construction activity related to landscaping and maintenance of the 
Wildwood Debris Basins, including the application of concrete and rip-rap over the isolate’s original location.  
 
  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AP16. Other (groundstone) 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  ☐Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☒Other (Isolates, etc.) 

 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Wildwood Canyon 
Basin, approximate location of isolate.  View: 
north. 7/16/2014. Photo No. 169.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: 
☐Historic ☒Prehistoric ☐Both 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
*P9.   Date☐ Recorded ☒Updated: 7/16/2014 
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 
archaeological survey 

*P11.  Report Citation:  
Wilson, Britt W.  

2010  Site Record for P36-022624 Document on file at the San Bernardino Archaeological  
           Information Center (SBAIC), San Bernardino County Museum, San Bernardino, CA.   
 
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments: NONE  ☐Location Map  ☐Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
☐Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 







State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #   
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #   
PRIMARY RECORD    Trinomial  # 
       NRHP Status Code  
    Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer  Date   
Page 1 of 1 *Resource Name or #: PSBR-2H 
 
P1.  Other Identifier: PSBR-2H 

*P2.  Location:  ☒ Not for Publication    ☐ Unrestricted *a. County: San Bernardino 
    *b. USGS 7.5” Quad: Devore    Date:1966 (photorevised 1988) T:1N; R:6W; SW¼ of NE¼ of Sec23  and SE¼ of NE¼   San 
Bernardino B. M. 
 c.  Address: N/A   City: N\A  Zip: N\A  
 d.  UTM: NAD 83; Zone 11S:   
 e.  Other Locational Data: Rich Basin  Elevation:  

Directions: From the intersection of Interstate 15 and Beech Avenue near the border of Rancho Cucamonga, California and 
Fontana, California, take the Sierra Avenue exit and proceed right (west) on Beech Avenue for 0.58 mile to Cherry Avenue.  At 
this point turn right (north) onto Cherry Ave and proceed 0.55 mile.  At this point the resource crosses Cherry Avenue and 
continues to the northeast and southwest.    

 
*P3a.  Description: This site is a linear feature recorded on the maps at the San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center 
that has no associated record, map, or additional information. This resource was mapped as crossing the Rich Basin APE. When 
ECORP archaeologists surveyed this basin in 2014, as part of San Bernardino County’s First Line of Defense Survey project, no 
evidence of cultural resources or historical features were observed. This area has been heavily disturbed by heavy grading and 
basin maintenance. The areas adjacent to the basin’s APE have also been largely developed with residential housing and paved 
streets.    

 
  *P3b.  Resource Attributes: AH16: Other  
 
*P4.  Resources Present: Building  ☐Structure  ☐Object  Site  ☐District  ☐Element of District  ☐Other (Isolates, etc.) 

 
P5b.  Description of Photo: Overview of Rich Basin 
(PSBR-2H) crosses APE, view Southwest. 7/8/2014. 
Photo No. 95.   
 
*P6.  Date Constructed/Age and Sources: ☐Historic  

☐Prehistoric Both: Unknown 
 
*P7.  Owner and Address: 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
*P8.  Recorded by: R. Shepard and A. Myers   
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, Ca 92373 
 
*P9.   ☐ Recorded   Updated:  Date: 7/8/2014   
 
*P10.  Survey Type: Intensive pedestrian 
archaeological survey 
 
 

*P11.  Report Citation:  
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains,  Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 
 

*Attachments: NONE  ☐Location Map  ☐Sketch Map  ☐Continuation Sheet  ☐Building, Structure, and Object Record 
☐Archaeological Record  ☐District Record  ☐Linear Feature Record  ☐Milling Station Record  ☐Rock Art Record 
☐Artifact Record  ☐Photograph Record  ☐ Other (List):  

 

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX E    DPR Site Records for the Built Environment (CONFIDENTIAL) 



State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD          Trinomial:     
            NRHP Status Code:    
                                              Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:              Date:   
     
Page  1  of   18     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-412-4A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Brush Canyon Basin       
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: San Bernardino North  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1980)  T 1N, R 4W,  SW ¼ of SE ¼, Sec. 1 and the   

NW ¼ of NE ¼, Sec. 15, San Bernardino B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11; 473655 mE  3782235 mN   (NW corner),  
473930 mE  3782030 mN   (NE corner), 473535 mE  3782015 mN   (SW corner),  473930 mE  3782005 mN   (SE 
corner) (NAD 83) 

e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is through the gate across the shallow inlet at the intersection of Mayfield Avenue and Hill Drive. 

 *P3a.  Description: This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of earth levees, a concrete spillway, a small concrete 
bridge over the spillway, and a culvert. An evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering 
significance, as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP19 (Bridge); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  

 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing 
(View, date, accession#): Overview of south 
levee, basin, View to west, 6/26/2014.  
 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources      
Prehistoric         Historic    
 Both : 1954, 1980  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
June 26, 2014 

*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR evaluation. 
 
*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-412-4A   
 
B1. Historic Name: Brush Canyon Basin    
B2. Common Name: Same             
 
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
 
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Basin constructed: 1954 
Original outflow structure replaced with new structure: 1980 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District    B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the 
impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as great as that 
caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See 
Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP19 (Bridge); HP22 (Reservoir) 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
B13.    Remarks: None 
*B14. Evaluator: Cary D. Cotterman, ECORP Consulting, Inc.      
           215 N. 5th St., Redlands, CA 92374  

 *Date of Evaluation:  June 26, 2014  

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located at the edge of the San Bernardino Mountain 
foothills in the city of San Bernardino, at an elevation of 1,515 feet. Access is through a gate at the end of Pinehurst Court. 
Aerial photography indicates that no flood control features existed at this location in 1938. By 1959, the same features that 
are there today had been built (NETR 1938; 1959). A drawing on file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
indicates that the basin was planned by 1948 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1948). Plans from 1952 show 
that a small house was removed from the location where the spillway was to be built. A concrete bridge was built for tracks of 
the Pacific Electric Railway that ran east-west along a right-of-way corresponding with the southern edge of the facility (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 1952). In 1980, the basin’s outflow riser was removed, and a new one was built (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 1952). The 1,285 foot (east-west) by 665-foot (north-south) facility is bordered by 
mid 20th century residential development on the south and west, late 20th or early 21st century residences on the east, and 
undeveloped land on the north. Historic-period features consist of levees, the spillway, a small concrete bridge that spans the 
spillway, and a culvert. 
 
Levees. Earth levees form a dam at the south end of the basin, and extend along the west and east sides. The north side of 
the basin is formed by a natural ridge. At its widest point, along the south side of the facility, the levee/dam is approximately 
140 feet wide at its base, 20 feet wide at its crest, and 10 feet high. An unpaved access road runs along the top.  
 
Spillway. A smooth concrete spillway is located near the southwest corner of the basin. It is 75 feet wide at its upstream 
(northeast) end, and slopes steeply down, approximately 80 feet, narrowing to a width of 15 feet where it passes under a 
small concrete bridge. South of the bridge, the spillway empties into a shallow, unlined, east-west channel that flows west to a 
culvert under Mountain View Avenue. Vertical concrete spillway side walls are 4 feet high at the top, sloping to 2 feet high 
where the spillway meets the bridge. Impressions in the concrete from sheets of plywood used as forms for the curing 
concrete are visible.  
 
Bridge. When the basin was built, tracks of the Pacific Electric Railway existed along the southern boundary. A small concrete 
bridge was built to allow the tracks to cross the southern end of the spillway. The east-west bridge is 12 feet long and 13 feet 
4 inches wide. It rests on top of parallel concrete retaining walls set in the spillway channel. The sides of the bridge have a 
curb that is 7.5 inches thick and 7.5 inches high. In the west end of the curb on the north edge of the bridge, “JAN 54” is 
inscribed.   
 
Culvert. This feature consists of a 3 to 4-foot-diameter corrugated steel pipe located at the southwest corner of the facility, 
allowing water to flow from east to west under Mountain View Avenue. Most of the pipe is buried in accumulated sediment, 
and only about 10 inches is still visible above the surface.   
 
Outflow riser. This structure, which is located near the southeast corner of the basin, replaced the original riser in 1980 and is 
not historic-age. It consists of a large concrete box, 10 feet high on its upstream (north) side, with a steel gate inside. The top 
of the box is connected to the top of the levee/dam by a narrow steel catwalk. Three modern staff gages are located on the 
slope of the levee, just east of the outflow riser.  
 
Barrier wall. A thick east-west concrete wall, made of massive interlocking concrete blocks, is located south of the spillway, 
along the southern boundary of the facility. The design, material, and construction of the wall indicate that it is not historic-
age. 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
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The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
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The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895).  
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Lytle Creek continued to wreak havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying 
roads, bridges, and farm land (San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that 
a storm water protection district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or 
Mission District, storm water protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and 
for the Cucamonga area (San Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built.  
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The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce was pre-cooled 
prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, yet they would 
be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on this criticism, and 
further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the petition for the 
formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have benefited the most 
from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by signature solicitors, 
and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm water protection district 
for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 1911g:1). A few years later, 
the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the railroads, commissioned plans for 
storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water protection district might be formed, but the 
plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work should be done, and the boundaries of the 
proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
        
The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district.  
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During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 

To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 

 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 

 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 

 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 

 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 

 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 

 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 

 
The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
 
Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. 
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However, the District continued to build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and 
spreading grounds there to the present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), addresses the issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing 
date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities occurring 
within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify extending a 
period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with Brush Canyon Basin (2-412-4A). The only “events” of potential 
significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several decades prior 
to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made 
following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood 
control facilities, including Brush Canyon Basin (2-412-4A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion 
A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Brush Canyon Basin (2-412-4A). The facility was 
constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single 
individual or individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Brush Canyon Basin (2-412-4A) does not appear to 
qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Brush Canyon Basin (2-412-4A) does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Brush Canyon Basin (2-412-4A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been 
adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of historic or engineering significance, Brush Canyon Basin (2-412-4A) has undergone modifications 
within the past 50 years. In 1980, the basin’s outflow riser was removed, and a new one was built. This modification has 
compromised the integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association of the facility. 
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Brush Canyon Basin, concrete spillway near southwest corner of basin. View to south, 6/26/2014. 

 
Brush Canyon Basin, spillway and former Pacific Electric Railway bridge. View to southeast, 6/26/2014. 
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Brush Canyon Basin, spillway and former Pacific Electric Railway bridge. View to north-northeast, 6/26/2014. 

 
Brush Canyon Basin, date inscribed in former Pacific Electric Railway bridge. View to east, 6/26/2014. 
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Brush Canyon Basin, culvert under Mountain View Avenue. View to west, 6/26/2014. 

 
Brush Canyon Basin, modern (1980) outflow structure. View to southeast, 6/26/2014. 
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Page 1 of  17     
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-506-4A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Daley Basin       
 
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: Harrison Mountain Date: 1967 (photorevised 1988) T:1N;R:4W; SE¼ of SE¼; Sec.13, San Bernardino 

B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  477215 mE  3780705 mN   (NW corner), 
477530 mE  3780790 mN   (NE corner), 477335 mE  3780485 mN   (SW corner), 477535 mE  3780485 mN   (SE 
corner) (NAD 83) 

e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is via a private unpaved road from Osbun Road.  
 
*P3a. Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of earth levees, a concrete spillway, and a 
culvert. An evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, as well as the 
integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 

 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  

 
P5b. Description of  Photo    Drawing (View, 
date, accession#):  
Overview of southwest levee and concrete 
spillway. View to west, 6/27/2014.  
 
*P6Date Constructed/Age and Sources    
Prehistoric Historic Both1956,2005 
   
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name, affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street 
Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:  June 27, 
2014 
*P10. Type of Study (Describe):  Historic 
structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR evaluation.        
 

*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.  

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-506-4A   
 
B1. Historic Name: Daley Basin    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Basin constructed: 1956 
Basin graded, debris barriers built at canyon inlets: 2005 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir) 
 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
 
B13.    Remarks: None 
 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. June 27, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St., Redlands, CA 92374 

   

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located in the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains, 
in the city of San Bernardino, at an elevation of 1,610 feet. The facility, which measures approximately 1,010 feet (north-
south) by 980 feet (east-west), is bordered by recently built residences on the southwest, and undeveloped land on all other 
sides. Access is via a private unpaved road from Osbun Road. Drawings on file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District indicate that the basin was planned as early as 1951. Final revisions were made to the plans in the spring of 1956 
(San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1951). A plan for re-grading the basin was approved in 2005 (San Bernardino 
County Flood Control District 2004a). Around the same time, debris barriers made of round steel pipe were constructed at the 
mouths of the two canyon inlets to the basin (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2004b). Historic-age features 
consist of levees, a spillway, and a culvert. 
 
Levees. Inlets to the basin consist of two canyons, to the north and northwest. The canyon inlets and the ridge that separates 
them form the northern side of the facility. The west, southwest, and east sides of the basin are defined by earth levees 
approximately 15 feet high. The levee along the southwest side forms a dam with a base that is approximately 120 feet wide 
at its narrowest point and 340 feet wide at its widest point. The crest of this levee ranges from approximately 40 to 80 feet 
wide, and has an unpaved access road on top. The west and east levees range from approximately 90 to 150 feet wide at the 
base, and 40 feet wide at the crest. The levees were re-graded in 2005. 
 
Spillway. The concrete spillway is oriented northeast-southwest, and is located near the center of the southwest levee. It is 28 
feet wide at its upstream (northeast) end, and 45 feet long. The crest is rounded, and is 5 feet higher than the bottom of the 
basin. From the crest, the spillway slopes steeply down to a concrete channel that flows to the southwest. At the spillway 
crest, concrete side walls are approximately 18 feet high, and slope downward to the northeast and southwest. Wire mesh 
fencing is on top of the walls. The fence on top of the easternmost wall has a narrow gate in it, directly above a vertical 12-
inch-diameter galvanized, corrugated steel pipe in the basin bottom. Brackets on the concrete wall just below the gate once 
supported a small steel platform with a tubular steel handrail. The platform has been removed, and sits on top of the dam, a 
few yards south of the gate, padlocked to the fence.  
 
Culvert. This inlet culvert is located at the east edge of the basin. It consists of a rusted, corrugated steel pipe that is 3 feet in 
diameter and 15 feet long. It is oriented northeast-southwest, and conveys water from an exposed bedrock waterfall located 
about 20 feet northeast, to the sandy wash to the southwest. Rip-rap of boulders and concrete rubble has been dumped 
between the waterfall and the northeast end of the pipe. 
 
Debris barriers. Two debris barriers, made of heavy gauge steel pipe anchored in concrete, stand at the mouths of the two 
inlet canyons. These features were constructed in 2005.   
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
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The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
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Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895).  
 
Lytle Creek continued to wreak havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying 
roads, bridges, and farm land (San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that 
a storm water protection district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or 
Mission District, storm water protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and 
for the Cucamonga area (San Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
 
 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page 6   of   17                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-506-4A 
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                 *Date: 6/27/2014                        Continuation      Update 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
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The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
 
 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page 8   of   17                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-506-4A 
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                 *Date: 6/27/2014                        Continuation      Update 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
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Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
Have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities 
Occurring within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify 
extending a period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with Daley Basin (2-506-4A). The only “events” of potential 
significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several decades prior 
to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made 
following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood 
control facilities, including Daley Basin (2-506-4A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, or 
the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Daley Basin (2-506-4A). The facility was constructed by the 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single individual or individuals 
of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Daley Basin (2-506-4A) does not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the 
NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Daley Basin (2-506-4A) does not appear to 
qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Daley Basin (2-506-4A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been adequately 
documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not appear to 
qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of historic or engineering significance, Daley Basin (2-506-4A) has undergone modifications within the 
past 50 years. The basin was re-graded in 2005. Around the same time, debris barriers made of round steel pipe were 
constructed at the mouths of the two canyon inlets to the basin. These modifications have compromised the facility’s integrity 
of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 
 
B12.  References (from Building, Structure, and Object Record). 
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 Preservation, Department of Parks and Recreation, Sacramento, California. 
 
Richards, Elizabeth W. 
 1966  Guideposts to History: Concerning Origins of Place and Street Names in San Bernardino County. Santa Fe 
 Federal Savings and Loan Association, San Bernardino, California. 
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1951  Drawing No. 2-506-1, Daley Basin. Revised 1956. On file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
   District, San Bernardino, California. 
 

2004a Drawing No. 2-506-6, Daley Basin. Approved 2005. On file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District, San Bernardino, California. 
 
2004b Drawing No. 2-506-5, Daley Basin. On file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
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 2010 General Information. San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San Bernardino, California. 
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 1895a “County Roads: The True Policy Should Be Permanent Road Making.” San Bernardino, California,  
 February 2. 
 
 1895b “The Board of Supervisors. Various Bills Passed and Ordered Paid.” San Bernardino, California,  
 November 5. 
 
 1905 “Supervisors Look Up Storm Damage to Roads.” San Bernardino, California, March 22. 
 
 1906a “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, 

December, 15. 
 
 1906b “Protection District Ordered.” San Bernardino, California, December 5. 
 
 1907a “Mission Has a Bick Kick A-Coming.” San Bernardino, California, January 9. 
 
 1907b  “Manning is Given His License; More Storm Water Districts Are Developing with Fred T. Perris and Others 

Urging Before the Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, January 15. 
 
 1909a “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 

October, 6. 
 
 1909b “Protective Plan Given Quietus.” San Bernardino, California, December 28. 
 
 1910a “Prompt Action Is Wise.” San Bernardino, California, January 4. 
 
 1910b “The Waters of Hills Trouble.” San Bernardino, California, January 11. 
 
 1910c “Official Proceedings of the Board of Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, February 2. 
 
 1910d “New Trail Up the Mountains; Trustees of the Storm Water District Elect Officers; Briefs.” San Bernardino, 

California, April 21. 
 
 1910e “Repairs on Santa Ana Road.” San Bernardino, California, March 29. 
 
 1910f “What the Expert Didn’t Know.” San Bernardino, California, October 23. 
 
 1911a “Lytle Creek Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, May 2. 
 
 1911b “Great Is Task Falling Upon Clerk.” San Bernardino, California, May 14. 
 
 1911c “Opposition to Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, July 4. 
 
 1911d “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 
 June 8. 
 
 1911e “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 
 June 14.  

 
 1911f “This District Is on the Wrong Basis.” San Bernardino, California, July 7. 
 
 1911g “Storm District Will Not Be Formed.” San Bernardino, California, August 1. 

 
1913 “In Santa Ana Canyon.” San Bernardino, California, August 28. 
 
1914 “Road Men Are Busy Repairing Damages.” San Bernardino, California, February 28. 
 
1915 “Will Curb Lytle Creek: Detail Plans Are Now Completed.” San Bernardino, California, June 2. 
 
1916a “Will Confer on Lytle Creek Protection.” San Bernardino, California, January 22. 
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San Bernardino County Sun, The (continued) 

1916b “Roads Damaged, Full Quarter of Million is Report.” San Bernardino, California, February 8. 
 
1916c “Flood Control Is Discussed by Tri-Counties Reforestation.” San Bernardino, California, October 15. 
 
1919a “Governor Signs Bill on Water Conservancy.” San Bernardino, California, May 25. 
 
1919b “Select Men to Guide Project: Supervisors Name Five Men of This County for Big Flood Control Work.” San 
Bernardino, California, October 21. 
 
1922a “Board Decides to Fix Damage Done by Flood.” San Bernardino, California, February 15. 
 
1922b “Flood Control Work Planned: Supervisors Direct Surveyor to Make Examination of District.” San 
Bernardino, California, May 30. 
 
1923 “Storm Protection Wall Is Being Constructed by County at Camp Site.” San Bernardino, California,  
January 5. 
 
1928 “Surveys Are Made in Storm District Work.” San Bernardino, California, January 6. 
 
1929 “Canyon Flood Control Works Will Cost $90,000, Committee to Draft Plan of Huge Project.” San 
Bernardino, California, July 23. 
 
1930 “State’s Survey of Cucamonga Basin Flood Control Program Outlined at West End Parley.” San Bernardino, 
California, May 15. 
 
1931 “Hinckley Asks Riverside for Levee Backing.” San Bernardino, California, December 31. 
 
1934 “County Board Approves Flood Control Project.” San Bernardino, California, July 17. 
 
1935a “Flood Control Program North of City Finished.” San Bernardino, California, February 5. 
 
1935b “Flood Control Work Proposed.” San Bernardino, California, March 9. 
 
1935c “Work Suspended on Lytle Creek Flood Control Job.” San Bernardino, California, June 1. 
 
1936a “Big West End Flood Water Curb Favored.” San Bernardino, California, January 31. 
 
1936b “Board Offers Aid to Reduce Flood’s Peril.” San Bernardino, California, February 4. 
 
1937a “City Drafts Flood Control Program: Engineer Will Ask Approval of New Works.” San Bernardino, California,  
May 29. 
 
1937b “Project to Complete Flood Works Sought.” San Bernardino, California, April 24. 
 
1939a “Conservation Plan Approved.” San Bernardino, California, January 6. 
 
1939b “Committee to Act on Flood Control Plan.” San Bernardino, California, January 8. 

 
Scott, M. B. 

1977 Development of Water Facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin, California, 1810-1968. United States 
Department of The Interior, Geological Survey. Prepared in cooperation with the California Department of Water 
Resources, the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, and the Western Municipal Water District of 
Riverside County. 

 
Sidler, W. A. 

1957 Floods of the Past: An Assemblage of Documentary Observations with Particular Reference to the San 
Bernardino Valley and Environs. Expanded and updated in 1972. San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 
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Legislature, 1889.” State Printing Office, Sacramento.  

 
1909 “Statutes of California and Amendments to the Codes, Passed at the Thirty-Eighth Session of the 
Legislature, 1909.” State Printing Office, Sacramento. 
 
1939 An Act to Create a Flood Control District to be Called “San Bernardino County Flood Control District”. Fifty 
Third Session of the Legislature. January 2-June 20.  

 
Tang, Bai 

2007 District Record for P36-013738, the Etiwanda Water Company Water Procurement System. Prepared by 
CRM Tech, Riverside, California. On file at the San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center, San Bernardino 
County Museum, Redlands, California. 
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2007 Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report: North Etiwanda Preserve Enhancement Project, near 
the City of Rancho Cucamonga, San Bernardino County, California. (NADB 1065996). On file at the San Bernardino 
Archaeological Information Center, San Bernardino County Museum, Redlands, California. 

 
Warne, William E. 

1961 “Irrigation District is Backbone of Agriculture.” San Bernardino County Sun, California, August 24. 
 
Weekly Courier, The 

1891a “Raging Waters: The Worst Storm That Has Ever Visited This County.” San Bernardino, California, 
February 28. 
 
1891b “How Things Look: The Condition of Things After the Storm Has Abated.” San Bernardino, California, 
February 28. 
 
1891c “Short Locals: Board of Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, October 10. 
 

Weekly Sun, The 
1895 “Free Fruit for Families, Garbage Ordinance to be Amended as to Time, Board of City Trustees Dispose of 
the Usual Amount of Business.” San Bernardino, California, October 19. 
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Daley Basin, concrete spillway. View to south, 6/27/2014. 

 
Daley Basin, spillway, vertical pipe. Gate and brackets for platform above; platform lying on top of levee to right of gate. View 

to southeast, 6/27/2014.              
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Daley Basin, culvert near east boundary of basin. View to northeast, 6/27/2014. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



SKETCH MAP 
Page 16 of 17 *Resource Name or #: 2-506-4A
*Drawn By: Carey Cotterman *Date: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523K (1/95)

*Required Information

Culvert

Sp
i llw

ay

Culvert

0 20 40 60 8010 Meters
I

0 100 200 30050 Feet

Legend
Site Boundary
Levee Slope

Levee Top
Spillway

Lo
ca

tio
n: 

N:
\20

14
\20

14
-08

5 S
B F

LO
D 

Pr
oje

ct\
MA

PS
\C

ult
ura

l_R
es

ou
rce

s\B
uil

t_E
nv

iro
nm

en
t\S

ke
tch

_M
ap

s\F
LO

D_
Bu

ilt_
En

v_
Sk

_D
DP

.m
xd

 (M
AG

)-m
ap

pin
g_

gu
es

t 8
/19

/20
14



Page 17  of  17 *Resource Name or #: 2-506-4A
*Map Name: Harrison Mountain *Scale:                        *Date of Map: June 2014

State of California - The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
LOCATION MAP

Primary #
HRI #
Trinomial

DPR 523J (1/95)

*Required Information

2-506-4A

1:24,000

Lo
ca

tio
n: 

N:
\20

14
\20

14
-0

85
 S

B 
FL

OD
 P

roj
ec

t\M
AP

S\C
ult

ur
al_

Re
so

urc
es

\B
uil

t_E
nv

iro
nm

en
t\L

oc
ati

on
_M

ap
s\F

LO
D_

Bu
ilt_

En
v_

Lo
c.m

xd
 ()-

mg
uid

ry 
8/1

9/2
01

4

0 500 1,000250 Meters
I

0 2,000 4,0001,000 Feet



DPR 523A (1/95)  *Required Information 

State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD          Trinomial:     
            NRHP Status Code:    
                                              Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:              Date:   
     
Page  1  of   19     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-304-4A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Devil Basin No. 2        
 
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: San Bernardino North  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1980)  T 1N, R 4W,  N ½  of Sec. 7, San Bernardino 

B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  468750 mE  3783575 mN   (NW corner) 
e. 469345 mE  3783565 mN   (NE corner), 468620 mE  3783420 mN   (SW corner), 469380 mE  3783425 mN   (SE corner) 

(NAD 83) 
f. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is by an unpaved road from the west side of nearby Devil Canyon Road. 

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of levees, a concrete spillway, an outflow 
culvert, and a rock-lined channel. An evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, 
as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP20 (Canal); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  
 

P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing (View, 
date, accession#):  Rock-lined channel crossing 
east end of basin. View to north, 6/25/2014.  
 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources    
   Prehistoric         Historic    Both : 1930, 
1940s-1950s, 1980-1995, 2004  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
June 25, 2014 
 

*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR evaluation. 
 
*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.   

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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State of California  - The Resources Agency     Primary #:       
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION     HRI#:         
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of   19      *NRHP Status Code:   
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-304-4A    
 
B1. Historic Name: Devil Basin No. 2    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
South levee constructed: 1930 
Basin widened: 1940s-1950s 
Basin re-graded: 2004 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP20 (Canal); HP22 
(Reservoir) 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
 
B13.    Remarks: None 
 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. June 25, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. Redlands, CA 92374 
   

(This space reserved official comments.)  

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located near the foothills of the western San Bernardino 
Mountains in the city of San Bernardino, at an elevation of 1,665 feet. Access is via an unpaved road from Devil Canyon 
Road. San Bernardino County Flood Control District documentation indicates that the facility was built in 1930 (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d.). An aerial photograph from 1938 shows that the southern levee of the main 
basin existed at that time. A channel, most likely of the same design and materials as the one that still exists within the basin, 
can be seen approaching the levee from the north (NETR 1938). Recent re-grading has removed all traces of the channel 
from within the southern area. By 1959, the basin had been widened (NETR 1959). By 1959, a levee had been extended from 
Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) in the south, along the west end of Basin No. 2 (NETR 1938, 1959). Prior to that, area south 
of the main basin most likely consisted only of a depression between the south levee of the main basin and the north levee of 
Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1). Between 1980 and 1995, clearing and grading was carried out within this area, and four 
wide, north-south cross berms were built up in the west portion of the area (NETR 1980; Google Earth 1995). All of the Devil 
basins were re-graded in 2004 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2004a, 2004b). The facility measures 
approximately 2,500 feet (east-west) by 609 feet (north-south). It is bordered by undeveloped land to the north, Devil Canyon 
Creek and a late 20th century residential neighborhood to the west, Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) to the south, and 
Sweetwater Percolation Basin to the east. Remaining historic-period features consist of the levees along the north side and at 
the west end of the basin, and a mortared rock-lined channel that crosses the east end of the basin. 
 
Levees. An earthen levee defines the southern boundary of Devil Basin No. 2. It measures approximately 150 feet wide at its 
base, 35 feet wide at its crest, and 16 feet high. It has an unpaved access road on top. Narrower extensions curve to the 
north at the ends, forming levees at the east and west ends of the basin. This levee was re-graded in 2004 and appears to 
have been enlarged. A smaller levee, approximately 110 feet wide at its base and 20 feet wide at its crest, runs east-west 
along the northern boundary of the facility.   
 
Outflow culvert. The outflow culvert near the southeast corner of the main levee could not be approached because of water, 
dense vegetation, and the steep slope. However, it is nearly identical in design, materials, and dimensions to the outflow 
culvert for Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1). It has a header and wing walls made of mortared granitic boulders, and a steel 
slide gate with steel side rails that extend up to the top of the levee. A round steel rod in the center, attached to the top of the 
gate, extends up to a platform with a steel railing. A mechanism on the platform has a wheel that is turned to raise and lower 
the gate. A modern depth gage has been bolted to the left (east) side of the steel framework.    
 
Spillway and retaining wall. The northwest corner of the basin has a spillway that consists of a smooth concrete apron, 
sloping down and to the west to coarse concrete with cobbles and boulders embedded. A concrete retaining wall extends to 
the north from the north side of the spillway, then curves to the west. The wall slopes back at a 45-degree angle into the earth 
bank. It is 5 feet high near the spillway, and tapers down to 1 foot high at its west end.  
 
Channel. A north-south-trending channel, lined with mortared granitic cobbles, crosses the west end of Devil Basin No. 2. The 
channel, which is visible on a 1938 aerial photograph (NETR 1938), begins at the outflow culvert on the south edge of the 
main levee, and ends 525 feet south, near the east end of the Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) north levee. It appears to be 
abandoned now, but was once used to convey water from the main basin to Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1). The outlet of 
this basin, where the channel begins, is not visible because of dense vegetation. The channel varies from 3 to 10 feet in 
width, and from 1 foot 6 inches to 4 feet in depth. It has vertical sides, and a flat bottom covered with unmortared cobbles. 
The sides are lined with mortared granitic cobbles. The remainder of the channel to the south has cobble lining only on the 
east side. At its southern end, the channel fades away and no longer connects to Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1). The walls 
are deteriorated, and the channel is partially choked with brush. A cross wall of mortared cobbles is located approximately 40 
feet south of the north end of the channel. A steel slide gate with a steel framework is mounted on the cross wall. A vertical 
steel rod for raising and lowering the gate is attached to the gate and the framework. At the time of observation, the gate was 
lowered below the level of water, and could not be seen. The water was diverted out of the channel at that point, and was 
flowing west, into Devil Basin 2, where it percolated into the ground. 
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B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961) 
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The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895).  
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Lytle Creek continued to wreak havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying 
roads, bridges, and farm land (San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that 
a storm water protection district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or 
Mission District, storm water protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and 
for the Cucamonga area (San Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
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In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
        
The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
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What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
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Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
 
Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
Have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities 
occurring within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify 
extending a period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with Devils Basin # 2 (2-304-4A). The only “events” of potential 
significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several decades prior 
to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made 
following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood 
control facilities, including Daley Basin (2-506-4A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, or 
the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Devils Basin # 2 (2-304-4A). The facility was constructed by 
the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single individual or 
individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Devils Basin # 2 (2-304-4A) does not appear to qualify as eligible for 
listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
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The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore Devils Basin # 2 (2-304-4A) does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Devils Basin # 2 (2-304-4A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been 
adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of historic or engineering significance, Devils Basin # 2 (2-304-4A)  has undergone modifications within 
the past 50 years. The basin was re-graded in 2005. Around the same time, debris barriers made of round steel pipe were 
constructed at the mouths of the two canyon inlets to the basin. These modifications have compromised the facility’s integrity 
of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.  
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Devil Basin No. 2, rock-lined channel crossing east end of basin. View to north, 6/25/2014. 

 

 
Devil Basin No. 2, flood gate across rock-line channel, near north end. View to southwest, 6/25/2014. 
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Devil Basin No. 2, outflow structure in southeast corner of basin. View to southwest, 6/25/2014. 

 
Devil Basin No. 2, close-up of slide gate in outflow structure. View to southwest, 6/25/2014. 
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Devil Basin No. 2, southern levee and outflow structure in southeast corner of basin. View to south, 6/25/2014. 

 

 
Devil Basin No. 2, concrete spillway at west end of basin. View to northwest, 6/25/2014. 
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DPR 523A (1/95)  *Required Information 

State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD          Trinomial:     
            NRHP Status Code:    
                                              Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:              Date:   
     
Page  1  of   19     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-304-4B  
P1. Other Identifier:  Devil Basin No. 3        
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: San Bernardino North  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1980)  T 1N, R 4W,  NE ¼ of Sec. 7, San Bernardino 

B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;   468994 mE  3783962 mN   (NW corner) 
469266 mE  3783873 mN   (NE corner), 468909 mE  3783842 mN   (SW corner), 469247 mE  3783808 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is by an unpaved road from the west side of nearby Devil Canyon Road. 

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of levees, a concrete spillway, an inlet channel 
and an outflow sluice gate. An evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, 
as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  

 
P5b. Description of    Photo   
 Drawing (View, date, accession#): 
Overview to west of Devil Basin No. 3, 
from east end. 5/26/2015.  
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and 
Sources      Prehistoric        
  Historic    
 Both : 1930, 1940s-1950s, 2004  
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
Wendy Blumel,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
May 26, 2015 
 
*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; 
NRHP/CRHR evaluation. 

 
*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.   

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    



DPR 523B (1/95)  *Required Information 

State of California  - The Resources Agency     Primary #:       
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION     HRI#:         
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of   19      *NRHP Status Code:   
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-304-4B    
 
B1. Historic Name: Devil Basin No. 3    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
 
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
South levee constructed: 1930 
Basin re-graded: 2004 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir) 
 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
B13.    Remarks: None 
*B14. Evaluator: Wendy Blumel/Cary Cotterman*Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc.  May 26, 2015      
  215 N. 5th St. Redlands, CA 92374 

(This space reserved official comments.)  

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located near the foothills of the western San Bernardino 
Mountains in the city of San Bernardino, at an elevation of 1,720 feet. Access is via an unpaved road from Devil Canyon 
Road. San Bernardino County Flood Control District documentation indicates that the facility was built in 1930 (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d.). An aerial photograph from 1938 shows that the southern levee, outlet channel 
to the south, and inlet channel to the north existed at that time (NETR 1938). All of the Devil basins were re-graded in 2004 
(San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2004a, 2004b). The facility measures approximately 1,995 feet (east-west) by 
570 feet (north-south). It is bordered by undeveloped land to the south and the north, Sweetwater Percolation Basin to the 
east, and Devil Canyon Creek and late-20th century residential development on the west. Historic-period features that remain 
consist of levees, an inflow culvert near the northwest corner of the facility, an inlet spillway near the southwest corner of the 
facility, and an outlet culvert near the southeast corner of the facility.  
 
Levees. An earthen levee runs along the southern boundary of Devil Basin No. 3.  It measures approximately 100 feet wide at 
its base, 47 feet wide at its crest, and 16 feet high. It has an unpaved access road on top. This levee was re-graded in 2004.  
At this time, a cap of quartz gravel was likely placed on the levee crest. 
 
Outflow culvert. The outflow culvert near the southeast corner of Devil Basin No. 3 is nearly identical in design, materials, and 
dimensions to the outflow culvert for Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1). It has a header and wing walls made of mortared 
granitic boulders, and a steel slide gate with steel side rails that extend up to the top of the levee. A round steel rod in the 
center, attached to the top of the gate, extends up to a platform with a steel railing. A mechanism on the platform has a wheel 
that is turned to raise and lower the gate. The slide gate is embossed with ARMCO. A modern depth gage has been bolted to 
the eastern wall of the outflow structure.    
 
Spillway. The southwest corner of the basin has a spillway that consists of a coarse concrete with cobbles and boulders 
embedded apron, sloping down and to the west into the drainage channel for Devil’s Creek. This spillway measures 45 feet 
wide by 33 feet long. 
 
Inlet channel.  An unlined inflow channel runs southeast from Devil’s Creek to the southwest corner of the basin. Two 
retaining walls form a gate at the location where the channel meets the basin.  The western retaining wall is composed of 
mortared granitic boulders with two steel I-beams embedded at its top.  The eastern retaining wall is composed of a smooth 
poured concrete wall (likely a later repair) flanked on both ends by a mortared boulder wall.  This wall also has two I-beams 
embedded in the wall’s top. The I-beams likely provided the structural support for a gate that is no longer preserved. Both 
retaining walls are approximately 6 feet tall and measure approximately 30 feet long. A metal fence post with attached metal 
cable is located on the top of each retaining wall. 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
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The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
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Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895).  
 
Lytle Creek continued to wreak havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying 
roads, bridges, and farm land (San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that 
a storm water protection district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or 
Mission District, storm water protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and 
for the Cucamonga area (San Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
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In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
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The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
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The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
 
 
 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page 9  of  19                         *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-304-4B                                                                         
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                     *Date: 6/25/2014                          Continuation      Update 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 

Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
Have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities 
occurring within the last 5 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify 
extending a period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with Devil Basin No. 3 (2-304-4B). The only “events” of potential 
significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several decades prior 
to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made 
following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood 
control facilities, including Devil Basin No. 3 (2-304-4B), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, 
or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Devil Basin No. 3 (2-304-4B). The facility was constructed 
by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single individual or 
individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Devil Basin No. 3 (2-304-4B) does not appear to qualify as eligible for 
listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Devil Basin No. 3 (2-304-4B) does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Devil Basin No. 3 (2-304-4B) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been 
adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of significance, Devil Basin No. 3 (2-304-4B) has been modified within the past 50 years, and has poor 
integrity. This facility was re-graded in 2004. At that time, all traces of a rock-lined channel that originally flowed from north to 
south within the east end of the basin were destroyed. In addition, a late 20th century residential development has been built  
nearby, to the west. Modifications to the facility, as well as modern development in the vicinity, have compromised its integrity 
of design, setting, workmanship, feeling, and association. 
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Levee along southern border of the basin. View southwest. 5/26/2015. Photo # 10 

 

 
Devil Basin No. 3, outflow structure in southeast corner of basin. View to southeast, 5/26/2015. Photo # 7 
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Devil Basin No. 3, close-up of slide gate in outflow structure. View to southeast, 5/26/2015. Photo # 8 

 
 

 
Devil Basin No. 3, southern levee and outflow structure in southeast corner of basin. View to southeast, 5/26/2015. Photo # 9 
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Devil Basin No. 3, concrete spillway at southwest end of basin. View to west, 5/26/2015. Photo # 1 

 
 

 
Unlined inflow channel in the southwest corner of the basin. View to northwest. 5/26/2015. Photo # 5 

 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page 17  of  19                         *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-304-4B                                                                         
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                     *Date: 6/25/2014                          Continuation      Update 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 

 
Eastern retaining wall of inflow channel. View to east. 5/26/2015. Photo # 4 

 
 

 
Western retaining wall of inflow channel. View to west. 5/26/2015. Photo # 3 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION   HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD          Trinomial:     
            NRHP Status Code:    
                                         Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:              Date:    
Page  1  of   18     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-303-3A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1)        
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: San Bernardino North  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1980)  T 1N, R 4W,  N ½  of Sec. 7, San Bernardino 

B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  468615 mE  3783380 mN   (NW corner) 
469357 mE  3783385 mN   (NE corner), 468555 mE  3783240 mN   (SW corner), 469350 mE  3783255 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is by an unpaved road from the west side of nearby Devil Canyon Road. 

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of levees and an outflow structure. An 
evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, as well as the integrity, to be 
eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP21 (Dam); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  

 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing 
(View, date, accession#):  Outflow structure in 
southeast corner of basin. View to south, 
6/25/2014.  
 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources      
Prehistoric         Historic    
 Both : 1930, 1940s-1950s, 2004  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
June 25, 2014 

 
*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR evaluation. 
 
*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.   

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION     HRI#:         
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of   18      *NRHP Status Code:   
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-303-3A    
 
B1. Historic Name: Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1)    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Southern levee constructed: ca. 1930 
East, west, north levees constructed: 1940s-1950s 
Levees re-graded: 2004 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
*B8.     Related Features: Parallel concrete retaining walls, features of previously recorded Site P36-006354 (see Description 
section).  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP21 (Dam); HP22 (Reservoir) 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
 
B13.    Remarks: None 
 
*B14. Evaluator: Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. June 25, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. Redlands, CA 92374 
   

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  

DPR 523B (1/95)  *Required Information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  3  of   18                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-303-3A                                                                         
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                *Date: 6/25/2014                        Continuation      Update 
 
P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located at an elevation of 1,635 feet near the foothills of 
the western San Bernardino Mountains, in the city of San Bernardino. Access to the facility is by an unpaved road from 
nearby Devil Canyon Road. San Bernardino County Flood Control District documentation states that the basin was 
constructed in 1930 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d.). Aerial photography from 1938 indicates that a levee 
had been built along the south side of the basin, and the rock-lined channel that connects Devil Basin No. 3 with Basin No. 1 
existed. A 1959 aerial photograph shows that the levee had been extended along the west end of the basin, and a smaller 
levee had been built along the north edge (NETR 1938d, 1959c). The levees of Basin 1 were slightly re-aligned, re-shaped, 
and re-graded around 2004 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2004a). The facility measures approximately 2,655 
feet (east-west) by 725 feet (north-south). It is bordered by Devil Basin 2 to the north; Devil Canyon Creek and a late 20th 
century residential neighborhood to the west; Wiggins Basin No. 1 to the south; California State University, San Bernardino to 
the southeast; and Sweetwater Percolation Basin to the east. Historic-period features that remain within the facility consist of 
the levees and an outflow culvert at the southeast corner. Near the inlet at the northwest corner of the facility, a pair of parallel 
concrete retaining walls just outside the facility boundary are features of previously recorded Site P36-006354.  
 
Levees. At its widest, the earth levee that forms the south, east, and west side of the facility is approximately 160 feet wide at 
its base and 45 feet wide at its crest. It is approximately 16 feet high, and has a graveled road along the top. The earth levee 
along the north boundary of the facility is approximately 100 feet wide at its base, 20 feet wide at its crest, and 6 to 8 feet 
high. A graveled road runs along the top. The levees were re-aligned, re-shaped, and re-graded around 2004. 
 
Outflow culvert. The outlet at the southeast corner of the basin has a header and wing walls made of mortared granitic 
boulders that measure up to 2 feet across. The header is 16 feet high, from the bottom of the basin to the crest of the levee. 
The main header wall is 15 feet wide, and the wing walls are 40 feet long, flaring then curving outward, and sloping down from 
14 feet high to 6 feet high. The steel outflow pipe is 2 feet 1 inch in diameter, and is covered by a steel slide gate with steel 
side rails that extend up to the top of the levee. A round steel rod in the center, attached to the top of the gate, extends up to 
a platform with a steel railing. A mechanism on the platform has handles that are turned to raise and lower the gate. The gate 
is crusted with thick rust, but has embossing that reads, partially, “PAT APP 11 1911”, “LOS ANGELES CALIF.”, AND “TYPE 
L”. A modern depth gage has been bolted to the right (west) side of the steel framework.  
 
Inlet. At the southeast outer corner of the basin an inlet consisting of 3 metal slide gates and an intermittent rock lined 
channel connects to the outflow culvert at the southeastern side of Devil Canyon Dam.  The channel averages approximately 
14 feet wide by 3.5 feet deep.  Remnants of a granite rock wall are intermittent and primarily found on the eastern bank of the 
channel.  At the north end of the channel a pipe, approximately 2 feet in diameter, extends from the outflow culvert under the 
dam and feeds into a small 10 foot by 20 foot catch basin.  At the southern end of this catch basin there is a granite cobble 
wall with a metal slide gate.  At the southern end of the channel are two metal slide gates situated south east and southwest 
that feed into metal culverts crossing below the east west access road.   
 
P36-006354. A feature of previously recorded Site P36-006354 is located a few yards west of the western facility boundary. 
The feature consists of parallel concrete retaining walls, 20 feet apart, measuring 18 feet long and 3 feet 6 inches to 5 feet 6 
inches high. Wing walls made of mortared granitic boulders flare, then curve outward, from the ends of the main walls. The 
west end of the southernmost wall has an elevated concrete platform measuring 8 feet by 4 feet, with a threaded steel stud 
embedded in the top, and a 3-inch-wide by 3-inch-deep steel-lined vertical slot in its north face. A lower, smaller platform is 
adjacent to the south side of the main platform. Each of the main concrete walls has two 18-inch steel I-beams embedded, 
and cut off with a torch. These appear to have been supports for a bridge that spanned the gap between the walls. 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
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bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
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years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
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initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
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The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
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when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelization, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
 
Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
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present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities occurring 
within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify extending a 
period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) (2-303-3A). The only “events” 
of potential significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several 
decades prior to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the 
years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-
age flood control facilities, including Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) (2-303-3A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the 
NRHP under Criterion A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) (2-303-3A). The facility 
was constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single 
individual or individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) (2-303-3A) does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) (2-303-
3A) does not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) (2-303-3A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to 
have been adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it 
does not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of significance, Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) (2-303-3A) has been modified within the past 50 years, 
and has poor integrity. The levees of this facility were slightly re-aligned, re-shaped, and re-graded around 2004 (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2004a). A late 20th century residential neighborhood has been built nearby, to the 
west. Modification and encroaching modern development have compromised the integrity of design, setting, workmanship, 
feeling, and association of the facility. 
 
B12.  References (from Building, Structure, and Object Record). 
 
Castillo, Edward D.  
 1978 “The Impact of Euro-American Exploration and Settlement.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 8, 

California, edited by R.F. Heizer, William C. Sturtevant, general editor. Smithsonian Institution, Washington D.C. 
 
Cleland, Robert G. 

1941 The Cattle on a Thousand Hills: Southern California, 1850-1870. Huntington Library, San Marino, California. 
 
Daily Courier, The 

1887 “Shanahan’s Bill Reconsidered and Passed”. San Bernardino, California, February 24. 
 
1889 “Necessity for County Action.” San Bernardino, California, December 29. 
 
1890a “Well, How?” San Bernardino, California, January 5. 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  10  of   18                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-303-3A                                                                         
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                *Date: 6/25/2014                        Continuation      Update 
Daily Courier, The (continued) 

1890b “Local Brevities: Short Mention.” San Bernardino, California, February 20. 
 
1891 “Supervisor’s Meeting: Plan to Avert Damage from Floods.” San Bernardino, California, July 9. 
 
1893a “Notice in Re of Storm Water of Redlands and Old San Bernardino.” San Bernardino, California,  
January 25. 
 
1893b “Board of Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, May 5. 

 
Hart, William H. H. 

1891 District Irrigation Laws of California. Decisions Thereon by the Supreme Court. A. J. Johnson, publisher, 
Sacramento. 

 
Hickcox, Robert L. 

1981 A History of Etiwanda. City of Rancho Cucamonga, Community Services Department. Available at the 
Rancho Cucamonga Public Library, Rancho Cucamonga, California. 

 
Hinckley, Edith Parker 
 1956 Redlands’ Yesterdays to 1956. The Citrograph Press, Redlands, California. 
 
National Park Service 
 1991 Guidelines for Completing National Register of Historic Places Forms: Part A, How to Complete the 
  National Register Registration Form. National Register Bulletin 16A. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park 
  Service, Interagency Resources Division, National Register Branch, Washington, D.C. 
 
Nationwide Environmental Title Research (NETR) 
 1938 Aerial photograph of the San Bernardino, California area. www.historicaerials.com. 
 
 1959 Aerial photograph of the San Bernardino, California area. www.historicaerials.com. 
 
Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) 
 n.d. California Register and National Register: A Comparison (for purposes of determining eligibility for the 
  California Register). California Office of Historic Preservation Technical Assistance Series No. 6. Office of Historic 
  Preservation, Department of Parks and Recreation, Sacramento, California. 
 
Richards, Elizabeth W. 
 1966  Guideposts to History: Concerning Origins of Place and Street Names in San Bernardino County. Santa Fe 
  Federal Savings and Loan Association, San Bernardino, California. 
 
Robinson, John W. 
 1989 The San Bernardinos: The Mountain Country from Cajon Pass to Oak Glen: Two Centuries of Changing 
  Use. Big Santa Anita Historical Society, Arcadia, California. 
 
 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 

n.d. Table of San Bernardino County Flood Control facilities. 
 

2004 Drawing No. 2-303-2, Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1). On file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District, San Bernardino, California. 

 
 2010 General Information. San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San Bernardino, California. 
 
San Bernardino County Sun, The 
 1895a “County Roads: The True Policy Should Be Permanent Road Making.” San Bernardino, California,  
 February 2. 
 
 1895b “The Board of Supervisors. Various Bills Passed and Ordered Paid.” San Bernardino, California,  
 November 5. 
 
San Bernardino County Sun, The (continued) 
 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 

http://www.historicaerials.com/
http://www.historicaerials.com/


State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  11  of   18                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-303-3A                                                                         
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                *Date: 6/25/2014                        Continuation      Update 
 1905 “Supervisors Look Up Storm Damage to Roads.” San Bernardino, California, March 22. 
 
 1906a “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, 
  December 15. 
 
 1906b “Protection District Ordered.” San Bernardino, California, December 5. 
 
 1907a “Mission Has a Bick Kick A-Coming.” San Bernardino, California, January 9. 
 
 1907b  “Manning is Given His License; More Storm Water Districts Are Developing with Fred T. Perris and Others 
  Urging Before the Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, January 15. 
 
 1909a “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 
  October 6. 
 
 1909b “Protective Plan Given Quietus.” San Bernardino, California, December 28. 
 
 1910a “Prompt Action Is Wise.” San Bernardino, California, January 4. 
 
 1910b “The Waters of Hills Trouble.” San Bernardino, California, January 11. 
 
 1910c “Official Proceedings of the Board of Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, February 2. 
 
 1910d “New Trail Up the Mountains; Trustees of the Storm Water District Elect Officers; Briefs.” San Bernardino, 
  California, April 21. 
 
 1910e “Repairs on Santa Ana Road.” San Bernardino, California, March 29. 
 
 1910f “What the Expert Didn’t Know.” San Bernardino, California, October 23. 
 
 1911a “Lytle Creek Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, May 2. 
 
 1911b “Great Is Task Falling Upon Clerk.” San Bernardino, California, May 14. 
 
 1911c “Opposition to Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, July 4. 
 
 1911d “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 
  June 8. 
 
 1911e “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 
  June 14.  
 
 1911f “This District Is on the Wrong Basis.” San Bernardino, California, July 7. 
 
 1911g “Storm District Will Not Be Formed.” San Bernardino, California, August 1. 

 
1913 “In Santa Ana Canyon.” San Bernardino, California, August 28. 
 
1914 “Road Men Are Busy Repairing Damages.” San Bernardino, California, February 28. 
 
1915 “Will Curb Lytle Creek: Detail Plans Are Now Completed.” San Bernardino, California, June 2. 
 
1916a “Will Confer on Lytle Creek Protection.” San Bernardino, California, January 22. 
 
1916b “Roads Damaged, Full Quarter of Million is Report.” San Bernardino, California, February 8. 
 
1916c “Flood Control Is Discussed by Tri-Counties Reforestation.” San Bernardino, California, October 15. 
 
1919a “Governor Signs Bill on Water Conservancy.” San Bernardino, California, May 25. 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  12  of   18                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-303-3A                                                                         
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                *Date: 6/25/2014                        Continuation      Update 
San Bernardino County Sun, The (continued) 

1919b “Select Men to Guide Project: Supervisors Name Five Men of This County for Big Flood Control Work.” San 
Bernardino, California, October 21. 
 
1922a “Board Decides to Fix Damage Done by Flood.” San Bernardino, California, February 15. 
 
1922b “Flood Control Work Planned: Supervisors Direct Surveyor to Make Examination of District.” San 
Bernardino, California, May 30. 
 
1923 “Storm Protection Wall Is Being Constructed by County at Camp Site.” San Bernardino, California,  
January 5. 
 
1928 “Surveys Are Made in Storm District Work.” San Bernardino, California, January 6. 
 
 
1929 “Canyon Flood Control Works Will Cost $90,000, Committee to Draft Plan of Huge Project.” San 
Bernardino, California, July 23. 
 
1930 “State’s Survey of Cucamonga Basin Flood Control Program Outlined at West End Parley.” San Bernardino, 
California, May 15. 
 
1931 “Hinckley Asks Riverside for Levee Backing.” San Bernardino, California, December 31. 
 
1934 “County Board Approves Flood Control Project.” San Bernardino, California, July 17. 
 
1935a “Flood Control Program North of City Finished.” San Bernardino, California, February 5. 
 
1935b “Flood Control Work Proposed.” San Bernardino, California, March 9. 
 
1935c “Work Suspended on Lytle Creek Flood Control Job.” San Bernardino, California, June 1. 
 
1936a “Big West End Flood Water Curb Favored.” San Bernardino, California, January 31. 
 
1936b “Board Offers Aid to Reduce Flood’s Peril.” San Bernardino, California, February 4. 

 
1937a “City Drafts Flood Control Program: Engineer Will Ask Approval of New Works.” San Bernardino, California,  
May 29. 
 
1937b “Project to Complete Flood Works Sought.” San Bernardino, California, April 24. 
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Overview to west of Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1), outflow structure in left foreground. 6/25/2014. 

 
Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1), outflow structure. View to south, 6/25/2014. 
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Close-up of slide gate in outflow structure, Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1). View to south, 6/25/2014. 

 
Parallel inlet retaining walls, part of previously recorded Site P36-006354. View to northwest, 6/25/2014. 
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Rock wall with steel gate at northern end of inlet channel View: South 9/24/2014 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION   HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD           Trinomial:     
            NRHP Status Code:    
                                         Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement           Review Code:       Reviewer:     Date:    
Page  1  of   16     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 3-304-4A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Dynamite Basin        
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: Harrison Mountain  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1988)  T 1N, R 3W,  SE ¼  of  NE¼, and the NE ¼ of  
 SE ¼ of Sec. 28, San Bernardino B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  482210 mE  3778085 mN   (NW corner, 
482375 mE  3778065 mN   (NE corner), 482220 mE  3778015 mN   (SW corner), 482300 mE  3777955 mN   (SE 
corner) (NAD 83) 

e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: The facility is located 
on the west side of North Frontage Road, north of Highland Avenue. 
  

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of a levee and an outflow structure. An 
evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, as well as the integrity, to be 
eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
 
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  
 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing (View, date, accession#):  Overview of basin from levee. View to west, 7/1/2014.  

 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources      
Prehistoric         Historic    Both : 1949, 
1980  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
July 1, 2014 
 
*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR 
evaluation. 
 

*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 
 2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 

and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 3-304-4A    
 
B1. Historic Name: Dynamite Basin    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Levee and outflow structure constructed: 1949 
Basin re-graded: 1980 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir) 
 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
 
B13.    Remarks: 
 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. July 1, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. Redlands, CA 92374 

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located in the city of San Bernardino, at an elevation of 
1,665 feet, in the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains. Documentation on file at the San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District states that the basin was constructed in 1949 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d.). Aerial 
photography shows that, in 1938, no features existed at the location, but that the levees and outflow structure that are there 
now had been built before 1959 (NETR 1938d, 1959c). In 1980, the basin was re-graded (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 1980b). The facility measures approximately 550 feet (east-west) by 455 feet (north-south), and is located on 
the west side of North Frontage Road, which separates the basin from City Creek Road (State Highway 330). It is bordered 
on the west and southwest by late 20th century residential development, and on all other sides by undeveloped land, except 
for the roads. Historic-age features consist of the levee and the outflow structure. 
 
Levee. The basin is located at the mouth of a small side canyon that is a tributary of City Creek Canyon, and is formed by the 
construction of a levee along its southeast and southwest sides. The northeast and northwest sides of the basin are formed 
by natural ridges. Along the southeast side, the levee includes the frontage road and highway, and is approximately 270 feet 
wide at its base, 175 feet wide at its crest, and 15 feet high above the bottom of the basin. Along the southwest side of the 
basin, the levee is approximately 65 feet wide at its base, and 20 feet wide at its crest. An unpaved access road is on top of 
the levee on both sides, and continues along the ridge that forms the northeast side of the basin. The levees were re-graded 
in 1980. 
 
Outflow structure. An open-topped outflow weir is located in the northeast corner of the basin, adjacent to the levee. It 
consists of a rectangular concrete box measuring 17 feet 7 inches (east-west) by 11 feet 8 inches (north-south), and 7 feet 4 
inches high at the upstream (west) end. The concrete walls are 10 inches thick, and have horizontal impressions from the 
boards that were used as a form. A 12-inch-diameter inflow pipe is in the bottom of the center of the upstream end. A 6-foot-
diameter outflow culvert is in the downstream end, continuing under the levee. Both pipes are made of galvanized, corrugated 
steel set into the concrete. Four 4-inch-diameter steel pipes are set transversely between the north and south walls for 
bracing. The weir does not have a flood gate or a trash rack. A bench mark reading “S.B. COU. SURV  2005  ELEV=1657.08” 
is set in the top of the north wall. 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
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In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
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Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
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In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
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The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
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The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelization, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
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Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
Have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities 
occurring within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify 
extending a period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with Dynamite Basin (3-304-4A). The only “events” of potential 
significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several decades prior 
to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made 
following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood 
control facilities, including Dynamite Basin (3-304-4A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, 
or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Dynamite Basin (3-304-4A). The facility was constructed by 
the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single individual or 
individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Dynamite Basin (3-304-4A) does not appear to qualify as eligible for 
listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Dynamite Basin (3-304-4A) does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Dynamite Basin (3-304-4A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been 
adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of significance, Dynamite Basin (3-304-4A) has been modified within the past 50 years, and has poor 
integrity. In 1980, the basin was re-graded. This modification has compromised the facility’s integrity of design, workmanship, 
feeling, and association. 
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Dynamite Basin, southeast levee and outflow structure. View to south, 7/1/2014. 

 
Dynamite Basin, culvert within outflow structure. View to east, 7/1/2014. 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD          Trinomial:     
            NRHP Status Code:    
                                              Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:              Date:   
     
Page  1  of   17     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 1-702-9A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Etiwanda Debris Basin        
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: Cucamonga Peak  Date: 1966 (photorevised 1988)  T 1N, R 6W,  E ½  of Sec. 21, San Bernardino 

B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  Unincorporated area near city of Rancho Cucamonga   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11; 452580 mE  3780155 mN   (NW corner) 
452660 mE  3780155 mN   (NE corner), 452825 mE  3778965 mN   (SW corner), 453360 mE  3778960 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access is via an 
unpaved segment of Wilson Avenue/24th Street that runs along the southern boundary of the facility.  

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a large spreading ground/flood control basin consisting of levees, cross berms, 
an outflow riser, and a concrete spillway. Most of the features that exist today were constructed between 2005 and 2007. The 
Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee and four culverts are the only remaining historic-age features within the facility. An evaluation for 
eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was 
conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing 
on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP21 (Dam); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  

 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing (View, 
date, accession#):  Culvert 2 under the Wilson Ave./24th 
St. levee, view to southwest, 6/25/2014.  
 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources      
Prehistoric         Historic    Both : 1949, 1962, 
1980, 2005-2007  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
June 25, 2014 

*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR evaluation. 
 
*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION     HRI#:         
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of   17      *NRHP Status Code:   
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 1-702-9A    
 
B1. Historic Name: Etiwanda Debris Basin    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Spreading grounds, Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Southern levee and culverts, along Wilson Ave./24th St. constructed: 1949 
Levees forming west wing of basin, and cross berms constructed: 1962 
Zigzag berms replaced cross berms: 1980 
Levees rebuilt, east wing of facility added, concrete spillway added, outflow riser added: 2005-2007 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). 
(See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP21 (Dam); HP22 (Reservoir) 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
B13.    Remarks: None 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. June 25, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St., Redlands, CA 92374 
   

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record).  
 
This facility is located near the city of Rancho Cucamonga at an elevation of 1,620 feet. Access is via an unpaved segment of 
Wilson Avenue/24th Street that runs along the southern boundary of the facility. Aerial photography indicates that no flood 
control facility existed at the location in 1938 (NETR 1938). A levee along the southern boundary, and culverts to allow the 
flow of water under an access road and under Wilson Avenue/24th Street, were constructed around 1949 (San Bernardino 
Flood Control District 1949). In 1962, levees forming the present west wing of the basin, with lower east-west cross berms in 
between, were constructed (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1962). An additional levee was added, within the 
southern part of the basin, in 1980 (San Bernardino Flood Control District 1980). The interior cross berms were replaced with 
a zigzag pattern of dikes with basins in between in 1980 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1980). Between 2005 
and 2007, the zigzag dikes were removed. In addition, the entire east wing of the facility was added, the existing levees of the 
original west wing were enlarged, and most of the features that exist today were constructed (Google Earth 2005, 2007). The 
facility is mostly surrounded by undeveloped land, but recently constructed residential developments are located nearby to 
the east, west, and south. An unpaved segment of Wilson Avenue/24th Street borders the southern boundary, and additional 
basins are located to the south.   
 
The original west wing of the facility measures approximately 4,650 feet (northwest-southeast) by 1,725 feet (east-west) at its 
widest point, along the southern boundary. The east wing of the facility, which was constructed between 2005 and 2007, is 
not a part of the cultural resource being recorded. The basin is formed by several high, wide, north-south-trending and east-
west levees, all of which were built or re-built between 2005 and 2007. A concrete spillway and channel in the southeast 
corner, also built between 2005 and 2007, carries water away from the basin. A modern outflow riser stands near the 
upstream end of the spillway. The Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee and four culverts are the only remaining historic-age 
features within the facility.  
 
Levee. The east-west levee along which Wilson Avenue/24th Street runs is approximately 100 feet wide at its base, 25 feet 
wide at its crest, and 10 to 12 feet high. Two single culverts and one double culvert allow water to flow under the levee to 
basins located to the south. 
 
Culvert 1. This feature is located approximately 230 feet east of the southwest corner of the facility. It is a rusted steel 
corrugated pipe approximately 5 feet 8 inches in diameter that runs east-west under an unpaved access road just north of 
Wilson Avenue/24th Street. The pipe is approximately 60 feet long, and is slightly crushed into an elliptical shape. The culvert 
consists only of the steel pipe, and does not have a header wall. 
 
Culvert 2. This culvert is located about 90 feet east of Culvert 1. The concrete culvert is approximately 50 feet long, and 
passes south under the Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee. The north end has a concrete header with sloping walls that is 12 
feet wide and 7 feet high. Within the header, the outer, square walls of the culvert project 2 feet toward the north. The 
rounded interior of the culvert is 4 feet 10 inches in diameter, and has a slightly V-shaped bottom. A concrete apron extends 
10 feet to the north. The sides of the apron have ruins of mortared cobble wing walls that have collapsed. The concrete 
header and culvert interior have horizontal impressions from form boards that were used to hold the concrete in place while it 
cured. The southern end of the culvert, on the south side of the Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee, has a concrete header with 
slightly flared wing walls that extend 12 feet south.  
 
Culvert 3. Culvert 3 is located at the base of the Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee, 20 feet east of Culvert 2. It is constructed 
with the same design, materials, and dimensions of Culvert 2. 
 
Culvert 4. This feature is a double culvert, located approximately 750 feet east of Culvert 3, and 620 feet west of the 
southeast corner of the facility. The two tunnels, which are separated by 6 feet, travel approximately 40 feet under Wilson 
Avenue/24th Street, and share single headers on both the north and south ends. The design is similar to Culverts 2 and 3, 
with rounded interiors 4 feet 8 inches in diameter, slightly V-shaped bottoms, a concrete apron extending to the north, and 
horizontal form board impressions in the concrete. The square outer walls of the culverts project 2 feet to the north from the 
header, which is approximately 20 feet wide and 7 feet high. Sloping wing walls project northward from the east and west 
ends of the header, and a concrete slope projects north, filling the gap between the culverts, at the same angle as the wing 
walls. Steel slide-gate rails are mounted on the wing walls and the center slope, but the gates have been removed. The east 
end of the header has a concrete retaining wall extending 15 feet to the north, then turning east for 7 feet. The corner forms a 
platform measuring 8 feet by 3 feet 6 inches, with 0.5-inch threaded steel studs embedded. A deep vertical slot, measuring 
3.25 inches wide and 2.5 inches deep, is in the north-facing side of the corner. The wall has a railing on top made of three 
vertical galvanized steel pipes with a steel cable stretched in between. A bench mark with “M.W.D.B.M.R.F. 32B” and “1989” 
stamped in it has been set into the top of the wall near the corner.  
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The south end of the double culvert, on the south side of the Wilson Avenue/24th Street levee, has a concrete header with 
three slightly flared wing walls that slope down to ground level. The wing walls have squared-off ends, but the one in the 
center has been extended 2 feet 6 inches with mortared cobbles. 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
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To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
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In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
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As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
        
The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
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Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
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To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
 
Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
Have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities 
occurring within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify 
extending a period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
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No significant historic events are known to be associated with Etiwanda Debris Basin (1-702-9A). The only “events” of 
potential significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several 
decades prior to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the 
years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-
age flood control facilities, including Etiwanda Debris Basin (1-702-9A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP 
under Criterion A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Etiwanda Debris Basin (1-702-9A). The facility was 
constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single 
individual or individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Etiwanda Debris Basin (1-702-9A) does not appear to 
qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Etiwanda Debris Basin (1-702-9A) does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Etiwanda Debris Basin (1-702-9A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been 
adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of significance, Etiwanda Debris Basin (1-702-9A) lacks integrity. A levee was added in the southern part 
of the basin in 1980. The same year, the interior cross berms were replaced with a zigzag pattern of dikes with basins in 
between. Between 2005 and 2007, the zigzag dikes were removed. At the same time, the entire east wing of the facility was 
added, the existing levees of the original west wing were enlarged, and most of the features that exist today were constructed. 
These extensive modifications to the facility have compromised its integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 
association. 
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 1906b “Protection District Ordered.” San Bernardino, California, December 5. 
 
 1907a “Mission Has a Bick Kick A-Coming.” San Bernardino, California, January 9. 
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 1907b  “Manning is Given His License; More Storm Water Districts Are Developing with Fred T. Perris and Others 
  Urging Before the Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, January 15. 
 
 1909a “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 
  October 6. 
 
 1909b “Protective Plan Given Quietus.” San Bernardino, California, December 28. 
 
 1910a “Prompt Action Is Wise.” San Bernardino, California, January 4. 
 
 1910b “The Waters of Hills Trouble.” San Bernardino, California, January 11. 
 
 1910c “Official Proceedings of the Board of Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, February 2. 

 
 1910d “New Trail Up the Mountains; Trustees of the Storm Water District Elect Officers; Briefs.” San Bernardino, 
  California, April 21. 
 
 1910e “Repairs on Santa Ana Road.” San Bernardino, California, March 29. 
 
 1910f “What the Expert Didn’t Know.” San Bernardino, California, October 23. 
 
 1911a “Lytle Creek Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, May 2. 
 
 1911b “Great Is Task Falling Upon Clerk.” San Bernardino, California, May 14. 
 
 1911c “Opposition to Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, July 4. 
 
 1911d “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 
  June 8. 
 
 1911e “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 
  June 14.  
 
 1911f “This District Is on the Wrong Basis.” San Bernardino, California, July 7. 
 
 1911g “Storm District Will Not Be Formed.” San Bernardino, California, August 1. 

 
1913 “In Santa Ana Canyon.” San Bernardino, California, August 28. 
 
1914 “Road Men Are Busy Repairing Damages.” San Bernardino, California, February 28. 
 
1915 “Will Curb Lytle Creek: Detail Plans Are Now Completed.” San Bernardino, California, June 2. 
 
1916a “Will Confer on Lytle Creek Protection.” San Bernardino, California, January 22. 
 
1916b “Roads Damaged, Full Quarter of Million is Report.” San Bernardino, California, February 8. 
 
1916c “Flood Control Is Discussed by Tri-Counties Reforestation.” San Bernardino, California, October 15. 
 
1919a “Governor Signs Bill on Water Conservancy.” San Bernardino, California, May 25. 
 
1919b “Select Men to Guide Project: Supervisors Name Five Men of This County for Big Flood Control Work.” San 
Bernardino, California, October 21. 
 
1922a “Board Decides to Fix Damage Done by Flood.” San Bernardino, California, February 15. 
 
1922b “Flood Control Work Planned: Supervisors Direct Surveyor to Make Examination of District.” San 
Bernardino, California, May 30. 
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1923 “Storm Protection Wall Is Being Constructed by County at Camp Site.” San Bernardino, California,  
January 5. 
 
1928 “Surveys Are Made in Storm District Work.” San Bernardino, California, January 6. 
 
1929 “Canyon Flood Control Works Will Cost $90,000, Committee to Draft Plan of Huge Project.” San 
Bernardino, California, July 23. 
 
1930 “State’s Survey of Cucamonga Basin Flood Control Program Outlined at West End Parley.” San Bernardino, 
California, May 15. 
 
1931 “Hinckley Asks Riverside for Levee Backing.” San Bernardino, California, December 31. 
 
1934 “County Board Approves Flood Control Project.” San Bernardino, California, July 17. 
 
1935a “Flood Control Program North of City Finished.” San Bernardino, California, February 5. 
 
1935b “Flood Control Work Proposed.” San Bernardino, California, March 9. 
 
1935c “Work Suspended on Lytle Creek Flood Control Job.” San Bernardino, California, June 1. 
 
1936a “Big West End Flood Water Curb Favored.” San Bernardino, California, January 31. 

 
1936b “Board Offers Aid to Reduce Flood’s Peril.” San Bernardino, California, February 4. 
 
1937a “City Drafts Flood Control Program: Engineer Will Ask Approval of New Works.” San Bernardino, California,  
May 29. 
 
1937b “Project to Complete Flood Works Sought.” San Bernardino, California, April 24. 
 
1939a “Conservation Plan Approved.” San Bernardino, California, January 6. 
 
1939b “Committee to Act on Flood Control Plan.” San Bernardino, California, January 8. 

 
Scott, M. B. 

1977 Development of Water Facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin, California, 1810-1968. United States 
Department of the Interior, Geological Survey. Prepared in cooperation with the California Department of Water 
Resources, the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, and the Western Municipal Water District of 
Riverside County. 

 
Sidler, W. A. 

1957 Floods of the Past: An Assemblage of Documentary Observations with Particular Reference to the San 
Bernardino Valley and Environs. Expanded and updated in 1972. San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 

 
State of California 

1889 “Statutes of California and Amendments to the Codes, Passed at the Twenty-Eighth Session of the 
Legislature, 1889.” State Printing Office, Sacramento.  

 
1909 “Statutes of California and Amendments to the Codes, Passed at the Thirty-Eighth Session of the 
Legislature, 1909.” State Printing Office, Sacramento. 
 
1939 An Act to Create a Flood Control District to be Called “San Bernardino County Flood Control District”. Fifty- 
Third Session of the Legislature. January 2-June 20.  

 
Tang, Bai 

2007 District Record for P36-013738, the Etiwanda Water Company Water Procurement System. Prepared by 
CRM Tech, Riverside, California. On file at the San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center, San Bernardino 
County Museum, Redlands, California. 
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Tang, Bai, and Michael Hogan 

2007 Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report: North Etiwanda Preserve Enhancement Project, near 
 the City of Rancho Cucamonga, San Bernardino County, California. (NADB 1065996). On file at the San Bernardino 
Archaeological Information Center, San Bernardino County Museum, Redlands, California. 

 
Warne, William E. 

1961 “Irrigation District is Backbone of Agriculture.” San Bernardino County Sun, California, August 24. 
 
Weekly Courier, The 

1891a “Raging Waters: The Worst Storm That Has Ever Visited This County.” San Bernardino, California, 
February 28. 
 
1891b “How Things Look: The Condition of Things After the Storm Has Abated.” San Bernardino, California, 
February 28. 
 
1891c “Short Locals: Board of Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, October 10. 
 

Weekly Sun, The 
1895 “Free Fruit for Families, Garbage Ordinance to be Amended as to Time, Board of City Trustees Dispose of 
the Usual Amount of Business.” San Bernardino, California, October 19. 
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Overview to southeast of Etiwanda Debris Basin, concrete spillway in distance. 6/25/2014. 

 
Culvert 1, Etiwanda Debris Basin. View to southwest, 6/25/2014. 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  16  of   18                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 1-702-9A                                                                         
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                 *Date: 6/25/2014                        Continuation      Update 

 
Culverts 2 (right) and 3 (left), Etiwanda Debris Basin. View to south, 6/25/2014. 

 
Culvert 4 (double culvert), Etiwanda Debris Basin. View to south, 6/25/2014. 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION   HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD           Trinomial:     
             NRHP Status Code:    
                                         Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:    Date:     
Page  1  of   19     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-414-4A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Harrison Basin       
 
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: San Bernardino North  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1980)  T 1N, R 4W,  SW ¼ of SW ¼, Sec. 13,  
 SE ¼ of SE ¼, Sec. 14, San Bernardino B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  475945 mE  3780887 mN   (NW corner) 
475975 mE  3780875 mN   (NE corner), 475820 mE  3780490 mN   (SW corner), 475910 mE  3780490 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: The facility is located 
on the north side of 40th Street, at its intersection with Golden Avenue.  

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of  earth  levees, a dam, a concrete spillway, an 
outflow culvert, 3 culverts, and a pipe. An evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering 
significance, as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP21 (Dam); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
 
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  
 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing (View, date, accession#): Dam and spillway on north side of 40th Street. View to 
northeast, 6/27/2014. 

 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources      
Prehistoric         Historic    
 Both : 1948, 2004  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
June 27, 2014 
 
*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR 
evaluation. 
 

*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.   

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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State of California  - The Resources Agency     Primary #:       
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION     HRI#:         
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of   19      *NRHP Status Code:   
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-414-4A   
 
B1. Historic Name: Harrison Basin    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Basin constructed: 1948 
Basin excavated and re-graded: 2004 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP21 (Dam); HP22 (Reservoir) 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
B13.    Remarks: None 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. June 27, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. 
  Redlands, CA 92374 

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located at an elevation of 1,378 feet in the city of San 
Bernardino, near the foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains. Access to the basin is through a gate on the west side of 
Golden Avenue, just north of 40th Street. Documents on file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control District indicate that 
the basin was planned as early as 1945, but was constructed in 1948 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d., 
1945). Aerial photography from 1959 shows the facility essentially as it is today (NETR 1959c). Around 2004, the basin was 
excavated and re-graded (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2004c). The facility is bordered by mid to late 20th 
century residential development on the north, east, and west, and by a park on the south. It measures approximately 1,315 
feet (north-south) by 345 feet (east-west). Historic-age features consist of levees, a dam, a spillway, an outflow culvert, three 
additional culverts, and a pipe. 
 
Levees. Water flows into the basin from a canyon to the north, and the east and west sides of the basin are defined by earth 
levees. The west levee is approximately 90 feet wide at its base, and 20 feet wide at its crest, with an unpaved access road 
on top. The east levee is approximately 160 feet wide at its widest point at the base, and 20 feet wide at its crest, with a road 
on top. The levees, which are approximately 16 to 18 feet high, were re-graded in 2004. 
 
Dam. The earthen dam is formed by an extension of the east and west levees at the south end of the basin, but is distinct 
from them because of its facing, on both the upstream and downstream sides, as well as on its crest, with a solid layer of 
imported angular cobbles overlain by wire mesh. The dam is approximately 300 feet long, and its center is occupied by a wide 
spillway. 
 
Spillway. The spillway is approximately 85 feet wide, and occupies the middle of the dam, just north of 40th Street. The bottom 
of the spillway is smooth concrete with granitic cobbles embedded, flat sides flush with the surface. The concrete side walls 
are 13 feet high at the crest of the dam, and slope down on both ends. Horizontal impressions from form boards are visible in 
the concrete. The crest of the spillway is a rounded rim 2 to 3 feet higher than the bottom of the basin, dropping steeply on its 
downstream side to a concrete apron 25 feet north of 40th Street. From there, water flows across 40th Street and continues 
south, through a park, in a shallow paved road/channel. A benchmark set into the top of the west spillway wall reads 
“BENCHMARK S.B. CO. SURV. 2005 EL=1378.59.”  
 
Outflow culvert. The outlet is located in the dam, between the spillway and the west end. It consists of a concrete box 
measuring 15 feet (northeast-southwest) by 10 feet (northwest-southeast) by 3 feet high on its northeast end. The opposite 
end is flush with ground level. The northeast end is open, and water flows through it to an arched tunnel at the southwest end. 
The tunnel is approximately 5 feet high, 4 feet wide, is molded in concrete with rounded edges, and has horizontal 
impressions from form boards. The structure is enclosed on the northeast side and the top by bars made from lengths of 
railroad track. A modern depth gage is mounted on the northwest corner.    
 
Culvert 1. This feature is located near the northwest corner of the basin, in the west levee. A steep slope prevents direct 
access, and the culvert was observed from about 20 feet above. It consists of a corrugated steel pipe approximately 2 feet 6 
inches in diameter, projecting from the inner slope of the levee, about 8 feet below the crest. The pipe is oriented northwest-
southeast, and empties onto boulder rip-rap. About 4 feet of pipe is exposed. 
 
Culvert 2. This culvert is located near the middle of the west levee, approximately 470 feet southwest of Culvert 1. It is a 2-
foot-diameter galvanized, corrugated steel pipe, oriented northwest-southeast. It lies on the surface of the levee slope, with its 
upper half exposed for its entire length of 21 feet. It is held in place by steel stakes driven into the ground on either side. 
 
Culvert 3. This feature is identical to Culvert 2 in design and material. It is located on the slope of the west levee 
approximately 340 feet southwest of Culvert 2. The southeast end is obscured by dense vegetation. 
 
Pipe. This feature projects from the west levee, approximately 12 feet below the crest. It is located approximately half way 
between Culverts 1 and 2. The 12-inch-diameter galvanized, corrugated steel pipe is made of riveted 2-foot sections, and 
extends 28 feet over the basin. It is oriented northwest-southeast, and at its southeast end it is supported 6 feet above the 
basin bottom by a 10-inch-diameter utility type wooden pole, 8 feet high, to which it is attached with steel straps. Adjacent to 
where the pipe emerges from the levee slope, there is a 12-inch-diameter, smooth steel pipe section set vertically in the 
ground, projecting above the ground surface 8 inches.  
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B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
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To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
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In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
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As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
        
The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
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all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
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central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
 
Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities occurring 
within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify extending a 
period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with Harrison Basin (2-414-4A). The only “events” of potential 
significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several decades prior 
to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made 
following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood 
control facilities, including Harrison Basin (2-414-4A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, or 
the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
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No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Harrison Basin (2-414-4A). The facility was constructed by 
the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single individual or 
individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Harrison Basin (2-414-4A) does not appear to qualify as eligible for 
listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Harrison Basin (2-414-4A) does not appear 
to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Harrison Basin (2-414-4A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been 
adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of historic or engineering significance, Harrison Basin (2-414-4A) has poor integrity. Around 2004, the 
basin was excavated and re-graded. The facility is bordered by mid to late 20th century residential development on the north, 
east, and west. Modification, as well as modern development in the vicinity, have compromised the integrity of design, setting, 
workmanship, feeling, and association of the facility. 
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San Bernardino County Sun, The (continued) 
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1913 “In Santa Ana Canyon.” San Bernardino, California, August 28. 
 
1914 “Road Men Are Busy Repairing Damages.” San Bernardino, California, February 28. 
 
1915 “Will Curb Lytle Creek: Detail Plans Are Now Completed.” San Bernardino, California, June 2. 
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Bernardino, California, October 21. 
 
1922a “Board Decides to Fix Damage Done by Flood.” San Bernardino, California, February 15. 
 
1922b “Flood Control Work Planned: Supervisors Direct Surveyor to Make Examination of District.” San 

  Bernardino, California, May 30. 
 
1923 “Storm Protection Wall Is Being Constructed by County at Camp Site.” San Bernardino, California,  
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1928 “Surveys Are Made in Storm District Work.” San Bernardino, California, January 6. 
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San Bernardino County Sun, The (continued) 

1929 “Canyon Flood Control Works Will Cost $90,000, Committee to Draft Plan of Huge Project.” San 
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Harrison Basin, dam and spillway. View to east, 6/27/2014. 

 
Harrison Basin, outflow structure. View to east, 6/27/2014. 
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Harrison Basin, culvert inside of outflow structure. View to south 6/27/2014. 

 
Harrison Basin, culvert 1. View to southeast, 6/27/2014. 
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Harrison Basin, culvert 2, dam and spillway in distance. View to southeast, 6/27/2014. 

 
Harrison Basin, culvert 3, dam in distance. View to southeast, 6/27/2014. 
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Harrison Basin, pipe in west levee, dam and spillway in distance. View to southeast, 6/27/2014. 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION   HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD           Trinomial:     
             NRHP Status Code:    
                                          Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement           Review Code:       Reviewer:    Date:        
Page  1  of   18     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-365-3A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Little Mountain Dam        
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: San Bernardino North  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1980)  T 1N, R 4W,  NE ¼ of NE ¼, Sec. 21  
 NW ¼ of NW ¼, Sec. 22, San Bernardino B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  472400 mE  3780440 mN   (NW corner) 
 472910 mE  3780440 mN   (NE corner), 472360 mE  3780135 mN   (SW corner), 472835 mE  3780085 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is through gates on the east side of H Street, and on the south side of 40th Street. 

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of an earth dam, levees, an inlet channel, a 
concrete spillway, and an outflow riser. An evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering 
significance, as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP21 (Dam); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
 
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  

 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing 
(View, date, accession#): Overview to south 
along dam, outflow riser and spillway in 
background. 6/26/2014.  
 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources      
Prehistoric         Historic    Both : 1955  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
June 26, 2014 
 

*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR evaluation. 
 
*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION     HRI#:         
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of   18      *NRHP Status Code:   
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-365-3A   
 
B1. Historic Name: Little Mountain Dam    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Dam and basin constructed: 1955 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP21 (Dam); HP22 
(Reservoir) 
 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
 
B13.    Remarks: None 
 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. June 26, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. 
  Redlands, CA 92374 

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located adjacent to the east end of Shandin Hills, in the 
city of San Bernardino, at an elevation of 1,335 feet. Access is through locked gates on 40th Street and H Street. San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District documentation states that it was constructed in 1955 (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District n.d.). Aerial photography confirms that, by 1959, the dam, levees, and concrete inlet and spillway channels 
had been built (NETR 1959). The facility measures approximately 2,215 feet (east-west) by 1,385 feet (north-south), and is 
surrounded by mid 20th century to early 21st century residential and commercial development. Historic-period features consist 
of the dam, levees, inlet channel, spillway, and outflow riser. 
 
Dam. The earth dam is located along the east side of the facility, and measures approximately 650 feet long from north to 
south. It is approximately 140 to 170 feet wide at its base, 15 feet wide at its crest, and 25 feet high on the upstream side. A 
narrow unpaved access road runs along the top. The dam is faced on both the upstream and downstream slopes with loose 
granitic cobbles and small boulders. The spillway is in the southern half of the dam. 
 
Levees. Earth levees form the north, south, and west boundaries of the facility. They range in base width from approximately 
115 to 160 feet, and in crest width from 15 to 45 feet. All of them have unpaved access roads on top. The levees are the 
same height as the dam, about 25 feet above the basin floor.  
 
Inlet channel. An unlined inlet channel is located near the southwest corner of the basin, coming from under H Street. The 
channel is V-shaped, with a flat bottom, and is 40 feet wide. The sides are covered with rip-rap of boulders and broken 
concrete chunks. 
 
Spillway. The spillway is located in the southern half of the dam, at the east boundary of the facility. It is 80 feet wide, and 
slopes steeply down toward the northeast for 200 feet, where it empties into a narrow concrete channel. The spillway has side 
retaining walls that are approximately 18 feet high in the center, and slope downward toward the ends. Impressions from 
sheets of plywood that were used as forms are visible in the concrete. Chain-link fencing runs along the tops of the walls. The 
apron at the bottom of the spillway, before it joins the narrow channel, is covered with concrete baffle blocks to slow the flow 
of water. 
 
Outflow riser. Located approximately 125 feet northwest of the spillway, at the edge of the inner slope of the dam, the outflow 
riser consists of a 25-foot-high concrete tower with two large slide gates in its upstream (west) side. Impressions from 
plywood forms can be seen in the concrete. The entire upstream side of the tower is an open cage formed by a trash rack of 
vertical bars made of railroad track sections set 1 foot apart in the concrete. Inside, the two steel slide gates, measuring 53 
inches wide by 48 inches high, have “ARMCO”, “MFG BERKELEY CALIF”, “3618”, and “MODEL 30-05 48 x 48” embossed. 
Each gate has a steel rod attached to its top that rises vertically to a platform holding the mechanisms for raising and lowering 
the gates. The platform, and the narrow catwalk connecting it to the top of the dam, have an open-mesh steel deck and 
tubular steel handrails with chain-link fencing attached. Five pairs of round steel columns set in concrete footings support the 
platform and the catwalk. A depth gage in 1-foot increments is attached to the north side of the tower. 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
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The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
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Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
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In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
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The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
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The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
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Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities occurring 
within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify extending a 
period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with Little Mountain Dam (2-365-3A). The only “events” of potential 
significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several decades prior 
to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made 
following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood 
control facilities, including Little Mountain Dam (2-365-3A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion 
A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Wiggins Basin No. 1 (2-305-4A). The facility was 
constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single 
individual or individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Little Mountain Dam (2-365-3A) does not appear to 
qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Little Mountain Dam (2-365-3A) does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Little Mountain Dam (2-365-3A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been 
adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
This facility retains good integrity. It does not appear to have undergone any major modifications since it was built in 1955.  
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Little Mountain Dam, inlet channel in west side of basin, H Street in distance. View to northwest, 6/26/2014. 

 
Little Mountain Dam, spillway in dam. . View to southeast, 6/26/2014. 
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Little Mountain Dam, baffle blocks at bottom of spillway. View to southeast, 6/26/2014. 

 
Little Mountain Dam, outflow riser and catwalk to top of dam. View to south, 6/26/2014. 
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Little Mountain Dam, outflow riser and catwalk to top of dam. View to southeast, 6/26/2014. 

 
Little Mountain Dam, slide gates at bottom of outflow riser. View to southeast, 6/26/2014. 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION   HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD          Trinomial:     
            NRHP Status Code:    
                                         Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:      Date:     
Page  1  of   18     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-368-4D  
P1. Other Identifier:  MacQuiddy Basin No. 4        
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: San Bernardino North  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1980)  T 1N, R 4W,  SE ¼ of SW ¼, Sec. 10  
 NE ¼ of NW ¼, Sec. 15, San Bernardino B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  473135 mE  3782295 mN   (NW corner) 
473275 mE  3782230 mN   (NE corner), 473170 mE  3781885 mN   (SW corner), 473350 mE  3781885 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is through the gate across the shallow inlet at the intersection of Mayfield Avenue and Hill Drive. 

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries):  

 This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of earth  levees, a concrete inlet, a concrete spillway, culverts, and a 
historic-age eucalyptus grove. An evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California 
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, 
as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
 
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  
 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing (View, date, accession#):  
Overview of basin, spillway (left) and modern outflow structure (right) in background. View to south, 6/26/2014.  

 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources      
Prehistoric         Historic    
 Both : 1962, 1969  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
June 26, 2014 
 
*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR 
evaluation. 
 

*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 
 

*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
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B1. Historic Name: MacQuiddy Basin No. 4    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Basin constructed: 1962 
Outflow structure added: 1969 or later 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir) 
 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
 
B13.    Remarks: None 
 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. June 26, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. 
  Redlands, CA 92374 

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located at an elevation of 1,475 feet at the base of the 
western San Bernardino Mountains, in the city of San Bernardino. San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
documentation indicates that the levees, inlet, and spillway were built in 1962 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
n.d., 1962a). Access to the basin, which is situated in the midst of a mid 20th century residential neighborhood, is by the inlet 
at the intersection of Hill Drive and Mayfield Avenue. The facility measures approximately 1,350 feet (north-south) by 600 feet 
(east-west). Historic-period features consist of levees, the inlet and spillway, culverts, and a small grove of historic-age 
eucalyptus trees. The concrete outflow structure, which is located near the southwest corner of the basin, 130 feet west of the 
spillway, was added in 1969 or later, and is not historic-age (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1969). 
 
Levees. Earth levees ranging in width from approximately 70 to 90 feet at the base and from 30 to 40 feet at the crest form 
the east, west, and south sides of the basin. At the highest point, at the south end of the basin, the levee is approximately 15 
feet high. At the north side of the basin, the top of the levee is at the same level as the residential back yards bordering it. An 
unpaved access road runs along the top of all of the levees.  
 
Inlet. This feature is located at the northwest corner of the facility. Water flowing downhill on Hill Drive and Mayfield Avenue is 
fed into a shallow, V-shaped, concrete channel that is approximately 45 feet wide. Smooth concrete with low concrete curbs 
changes to coarse concrete with embedded cobbles about 20 feet into the basin from the two streets. Approximately 40 feet 
farther southeast, the concrete ends and water drops into a deeper channel faced with coarse concrete, which becomes an 
unlined arroyo after another 50 feet.   
 
Spillway. The spillway, located in the southeast corner of the basin, is made of smooth concrete with sloping concrete 
retaining walls that are 6 feet high at their highest point, then taper down to ground level at their ends. It is 45 feet wide, and 
descends toward the southeast for approximately 150 feet, before curving to the east and continuing another 220 feet, where 
water is discharged onto Electric Avenue.  
 
Culvert 1. This feature, located in approximately the center of the northern boundary of the facility, consists of a corrugated 
steel pipe with a concrete header. The header is 10 feet wide and 4 feet 5 inches high. Impressions of plywood sheets that 
were used as forms for the curing concrete are visible. The pipe, which was originally approximately 3 feet 9 inches in 
diameter, is partially crushed into an elliptical shape. An apron of cobbles set in coarse concrete extends 6 feet to the south. 
 
Culvert 2. This culvert is located at the northeast corner of the facility, approximately 270 feet southeast of Culvert 1. It has 
the same design and materials as Culvert 1, except that the pipe is only 2 feet in diameter. 
 
Eucalyptus grove. A grove of eucalyptus trees that measures approximately 340 feet (northeast-southwest) by 70 feet 
(northwest-southeast) is located in the northeast area of the facility. There are nine large, mature trees, with numerous 
smaller trees in between. A rectangle of trees corresponding to this grove can be seen in aerial photographs from 1938 and 
1959 (NETR 1938, 1959). A San Bernardino County Flood Control District plan of the basin from 1962 shows the trees, which 
are labeled “12-inch eucalyptus trees” (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1962b). 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
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The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
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Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
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In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
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The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
 
 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  8  of   18                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-368-4D                                                                         
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                 *Date: 6/26/2014                        Continuation      Update 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
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Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities occurring 
within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify extending a 
period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 (2-368-4D). The only “events” of 
potential significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several 
decades prior to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the 
years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-
age flood control facilities, including MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 (2-368-4D), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP 
under Criterion A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 (2-368-4D). The facility was 
constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single 
individual or individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 (2-368-4D) does not appear to 
qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 (2-368-4D) does 
not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 (2-368-4D) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been 
adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of historic or engineering significance, MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 (2-368-4D) has undergone modifications 
within the past 50 years. The concrete outflow structure, which is located near the southwest corner of the basin, was added 
in 1969 or later, and is not historic-age. This modification has compromised the integrity of design, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association of the facility. 
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MacQuiddy Basin No. 4, inlet channel near northwest corner of basin. View to southeast, 6/26/2014. 

 
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4, inlet channel near northwest corner of basin. View to west, 6/26/2014. 
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MacQuiddy Basin No. 4, spillway at southeast corner of basin. View to east, 6/26/2014. 

 
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4, culvert 1at northern boundary of basin. View to northeast, 6/26/2014. 
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MacQuiddy Basin No. 4, culvert 2 near northeast corner of basin. View to northeast, 6/26/2014. 

 
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4, Eucalyptus grove in northeast area of basin. View to north, 6/26/2014 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION   HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD          Trinomial:     
             NRHP Status Code:    
                                         Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:    Date:     
Page  1  of   17     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 1-807-4A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Rich Basin        
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: Devore  Date: 1966 (photorevised 1980)  T 1N, R 6W,  S ½  of NE ¼ of Sec. 23, San Bernardino B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  Unincorporated area near city of Fontana   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  455910 mE  3780060 mN   (NW corner) 
456515 mE  3780145 mN   (NE corner), 455910 mE  3779750 mN   (SW corner), 456270 mE  3779880 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access is through a 
gate on the west side of Roadrunner Road.  

  
 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 

setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a large flood control basin consisting of levees, concrete spillways, a concrete 
inlet, and an outflow riser. Although the facility occupies the same location as the original basin, all of the features that exist today 
were rebuilt or constructed between 1990 and 2009. No historic-age features remain. An evaluation for eligibility to the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility 
appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the 
CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
 
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  
 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing (View, date, accession#): Overview to east of Rich Basin, from west end, 7/7/2014.  

 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources      
Prehistoric         Historic    
 Both : 1955, 1990-1994, 2006-2009  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
July 7, 2014 
 
*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR 
evaluation. 
 

*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.   

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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B1. Historic Name: Rich Basin    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Original basin built: 1955 
Spillway, channel, and rip-rap at the southwest corner of the facility built: 1990-1994 
Levees rebuilt: 2006-2009 
Additional spillways, inlet channel, outflow riser, rip-rap, culverts built: 2006-2009 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). 
(See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir) 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
 
B13.    Remarks: 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. July 7, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St., Redlands, CA 92374 

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located near the northern boundary of the city of 
Fontana, at an elevation of 1,645 feet. Access is from Roadrunner Road. Aerial photography indicates that no flood control 
features existed at this location in 1938 (NETR 1938). San Bernardino County Flood Control District documentation indicates 
that the initial formation of a flood control basin took place in 1955 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District n.d.). Aerial 
photography shows that in 1959, a levee existed along the southern boundary, but there were no spillways or channels. The 
same conditions existed in 1980 (NETR 1959, 1980). The spillway, channel, and rip-rap at the southwest corner of the facility 
were built between 1990 and 1994. Most of the features that currently exist within the facility, including levees, spillways, rip-
rap, walls, channels, culverts, and outflow riser are modern, having been constructed or rebuilt between 1990 and 2009 
(Google Earth 1994, 2006, 2009; San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1990). Although the facility as it appears today 
is completely modern, its overall boundaries are approximately the same as it was historically. The facility measures 
approximately 2,090 feet (east-west) by 1,035 feet (north-south) at its widest point. It is surrounded by recently constructed 
residential neighborhoods. The basin is formed by high, wide levees. A concrete inlet channel is at the northeast corner, and 
a concrete outflow spillway is at the southwest corner. Additional inlet spillways are near the northwest corner, to empty water 
from contiguous modern basins to the north. An outflow riser stands at the bottom of the basin near the outflow spillway. 
There are no remaining historic-period features. 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
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The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
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Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
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Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
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The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
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The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
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Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities occurring 
within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify extending a 
period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with Rich Basin (1-807-4A). The only “events” of potential 
significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several decades prior 
to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made 
following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood 
control facilities, including Rich Basin (1-807-4A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, or the 
CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Rich Basin (1-807-4A). The facility was constructed by the 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single individual or individuals 
of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Rich Basin (1-807-4A) does not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the 
NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Rich Basin (1-807-4A) does not appear to 
qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Rich Basin (1-807-4A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been adequately 
documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not appear to 
qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of significance, Rich Basin (1-807-4A) has been modified recently, and has poor integrity. The features 
that currently exist within the facility, including levees, spillways, rip-rap, walls, channels, culverts, and outflow riser are 
modern, having been constructed or rebuilt between 1990 and 2009. There are no remaining historic-period features. 
Furthermore, it is surrounded by recently constructed residential neighborhoods The facility retains only its integrity of 
location. 
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Outflow channel (built 1990-1994), Rich Basin. View to north, 7/7/2014. 

 
Overview to west of Rich Basin, inlet channel (built 2006-2009) in foreground. 7/7/2014 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION   HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD          Trinomial:     
            NRHP Status Code:    
                                         Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:    Date:     
Page  1  of   16     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 1-313-4D  
P1. Other Identifier:  San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish)        
 
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: Mount Baldy  Date: 1967 (photoinspected 1973)  T 1N, R 7W,  SW ¼  of  NW¼ of Sec. 19, San 

Bernardino B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  Unincorporated community of San Antonio Heights   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  438965 mE  3779975 mN   (NW corner) 
439020 mE  3780000 mN   (NE corner), 438980 mE  3779895 mN   (SW corner), 439025 mE  3779910 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: The facility is 
reached by an unpaved access road going west from West Euclid Crescent. 
  

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a flood control basin with one historic-period feature consisting of an earth 
dam. A spillway and outflow riser, both of which are post-historic features, are also present.  An evaluation for eligibility to the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the 
facility appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or 
the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP21 (Dam); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  

 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing (View, 
date, accession#):  Overview to west of dam, spillway, 
and outflow riser. 6/23/2014.  
 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources    
   Prehistoric         Historic    Both : 1962, 1971  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
June 23, 2014 
 

*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR evaluation. 
 
*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 
 2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 

and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION     HRI#:         
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of   16      *NRHP Status Code:   
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 1-313-4D    
 
B1. Historic Name: San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish)    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Dam constructed to form basin: 1962 
Concrete spillway and outflow riser added: early 1970s 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP21 (Dam); HP22 (Reservoir) 
 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
 
B13.    Remarks: 
 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. June 23, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. 
  Redlands, CA 92374 

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located at an elevation of 2,240 feet in the foothills of the 
San Gabriel Mountains, in the community of San Antonio Heights. The basin measures approximately 340 feet (north-south) 
by 200 feet (east-west). The earth dam that forms the basin was completed in 1962, near the mouth of Frankish Canyon. 
Prior to that, no flood control facility had existed at the location (NETR 1938, 1954, 1959; San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 1960a, 1960b). In the early 1970s, the concrete spillway and outflow riser were added (San Bernardino 
County Flood Control District 1971). The basin is surrounded by chaparral-covered ridges, and widely scattered residences. It 
is reached by an unpaved access road from West Euclid Crescent. The NRHP-eligible Boulder Dam-Los Angeles power 
transmission lines (P36-007694) cross over the basin from east to west, but no power line towers are within or adjacent to the 
facility. The only historic-age feature is the dam. 
 
Dam and spillway. The basin is formed by an earth dam that spans the mouth of the canyon. The dam is approximately 170 
feet long, from northwest to southeast. It is approximately 100 feet wide at its base, 20 to 25 feet wide at its crest, and 20 feet 
high. The northwest end of the dam is occupied by a concrete spillway that is 65 feet wide at its widest point and 135 feet 
long. The crest of the spillway is 5 to 6 feet lower than the top of the dam. The spillway, which was added to the dam in the 
early 1970s, is made of coarse concrete with locally procured granitic boulders, measuring up to 2 feet across, embedded in 
it.  
 
Outflow riser. Approximately 45 feet northeast of the upstream end of the spillway, an outflow riser stands in the bottom of the 
basin. The riser is made from a 3-foot-diameter corrugated steel pipe, and is 16 feet 6 inches high. It has narrow vertical slots 
in its sides, and the open top is covered with a steel-mesh trash rack. A depth gage in 1-foot increments is painted on the 
side. Flood Control District records indicate that the outflow riser was an early 1970s addition to the basin. 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
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In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  5  of   16                      *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 1-313-4D                                                                         
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                *Date: 6/23/2014                        Continuation      Update 
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
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In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
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The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
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The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
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Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities occurring 
within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify extending a 
period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) (1-313-4D). The 
only “events” of potential significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been 
under way for several decades prior to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive 
improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. 
Therefore, none of the historic-age flood control facilities, including San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) (1-313-4D), 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) (1-313-4D). 
The facility was constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated 
with a single individual or individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) 
(1-313-4D) does not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) 
(1-313-4D) does not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) (1-313-4D) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is 
considered to have been adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in 
history. Therefore, it does not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under 
Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of significance, San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish) (1-313-4D) has been modified within the 
past 50 years, and has poor integrity. In the early 1970s, the concrete spillway and outflow riser were added to the basin. This 
modification compromises the integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association of the facility. 
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San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish), top of earth dam, concrete spillway in background. 

View to west, 6/23/2014. 

 
San Antonio Heights Basin (West Frankish), upstream side of dam, 1970s outflow riser in foreground. 

View to south, 6/23/2014. 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION   HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD           Trinomial:     
            NRHP Status Code:    
                                         Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:    Date:    
Page  1  of   19     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 3-302-3A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Small Canyon Dam       
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: Harrison Mountain  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1988)  T 1N, R 3W,  NE ¼ of NW ¼,   
  NW ¼ of NE ¼, Sec. 28, San Bernardino B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  481440 mE  3778625 mN   (NW corner) 
481535 mE  3778580 mN   (NE corner), 481620 mE  3778370 mN   (SW corner), 481805 mE  3778395 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is through a gate at the northwest end of Mountain Top Drive.  

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of  earth  levees, a dam, three spillways, a 
bridge, three channels, and two culverts. An evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering 
significance, as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP19 (Bridge); HP21 (Dam); HP22 
(Reservoir)                                               
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  

 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing 
(View, date, accession#): Overview of basin, 
from dam. 1968 outflow riser on right. View to 
northwest, 7/1/2014. 
 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources   
    Prehistoric      Historic    Both : 1958, 
1968  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
July 1, 2014 
 

*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR evaluation. 
 
*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.   

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION     HRI#:         
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of   19      *NRHP Status Code:   
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 3-302-3A   
 
B1. Historic Name: Small Canyon Dam    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Basin constructed: 1958 
Outflow riser added: 1968 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP19 (Bridge); HP21 (Dam); HP22 
(Reservoir) 
 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
 
B13.    Remarks: None 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. July 1, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. 
  Redlands, CA 92374 

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located at an elevation of 1,820 to 1,845 feet in the 
foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains, in the city of San Bernardino. Access to the facility is through a gate at the 
northwest end of Mountain Top Drive. The facility measures approximately 1,400 feet (northwest-southeast) by 350 feet 
(northeast-southwest). It is bordered by a late-20th century residential neighborhood on the southeast, and undeveloped land 
on all other sides. Plans on file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control District indicate that the facility was constructed in 
1958 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1958). A 1959 aerial photograph confirms that the levees and spillway 
had been built by that time (NETR 1959). The outflow riser was added in 1968 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
1968). Historic-age features consist of levees, the dam, three spillways, a bridge, three channels, and two culverts. 
 
Levees. The facility is built at the mouth of a narrow canyon. Earth levees built against the sides of northwest-southeast-
trending ridges on either side of the canyon form the sides of the basin. The bases of the levees range in width from 
approximately 50 to 80 feet, and the crests are 15 to 90 feet wide, with unpaved access roads on top. At their highest point, 
near the dam at the southeast end of the basin, the levees are approximately 32 feet high. 
 
Dam. The levees along the basin sides curve to form an earth dam blocking the mouth of the narrow canyon. The base of the 
dam is approximately 250 feet wide (northeast-southwest) by 370 feet (northwest-southeast) at its widest point, and is 
approximately 32 feet high. The crest of the dam is 15 feet wide, and has an unpaved access road. The sloping sides of the 
dam are faced with unmortared imported cobbles and gravel. The spillway and a wooden bridge are located near the 
northeast end of the dam. 
 
Spillways and channels. The main spillway is in the dam, near its northeast end, and is oriented northwest-southeast. It 
measures approximately 55 feet wide and 18 feet deep, and is lined with smooth concrete. It is V-shaped, with a flat bottom 
approximately 12 feet wide. It continues toward the southeast as a concrete-lined channel for approximately 350 feet, after 
which the channel is unlined. A wooden bridge spans the spillway near its upstream (northwest) end. Southeast of the bridge 
160 feet, a second spillway, 50 feet wide, is in the southwest rim of the channel, allowing water to flow into another concrete-
lined channel that flows south, then curves to the west and northwest. A third spillway and channel are located another 260 
feet southeast, in the southwest rim of the main channel, which at this point is not concrete-lined except for this spillway, 
which is approximately 130 feet wide. Another concrete-lined side channel flows south from this point.  
 
Bridge. A wooden bridge 50 feet long and 12 feet 3 inches wide spans the main spillway near its northwest end, at the 
northeast end of the dam. The bridge has a deck made of 4-by-8-inch lumber laid across two parallel steel I-beams that rest 
on concrete footings. Railings are made of tubular steel.   
 
Culvert 1. This inlet feature is located near the northwest corner of the basin, allowing water to flow through the levee, under 
the access road. The culvert consists of a galvanized, corrugated steel pipe, slightly crushed into an elliptical shape. The pipe 
is approximately 3 feet 4 inches in diameter, and 35 feet long.  
 
Culvert 2. This culvert is located approximately 80 feet northeast of Culvert 1, near the northeast corner of the basin. Like 
Culvert 1, it consists of a galvanized, corrugated steel pipe approximately 3 feet 4 inches in diameter, embedded in the levee. 
Culvert 2 is approximately 55 feet long. 
 
Outflow riser. This feature, which was added to the facility in 1968 and is not historic-age, is located at the upstream base of 
the dam, approximately 60 feet west of the northeast end of the main spillway. A depth gage on the side indicates that it is 32 
feet high. It consists of a smooth-sided vertical steel pipe, approximately 4 feet 6 inches in diameter, with six small slide gates 
at different levels. The gate-control platform at the top of the riser is connected to the top of the dam by a narrow steel catwalk 
with a tubular steel handrail. 
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B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
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To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
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In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
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As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
        
The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
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Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
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To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
 
Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities occurring 
within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify extending a 
period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
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No significant historic events are known to be associated with Small Canyon Dam (3-302-3A). The only “events” of potential 
significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several decades prior 
to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made 
following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood 
control facilities, including Small Canyon Dam (3-302-3A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion 
A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Small Canyon Dam (3-302-3A). The facility was 
constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single 
individual or individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Small Canyon Dam (3-302-3A) does not appear to 
qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Small Canyon Dam (3-302-3A) does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Small Canyon Dam (3-302-3A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been 
adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of historic or engineering significance, Small Canyon Dam (3-302-3A) has poor integrity. The outflow 
riser was added to the basin in 1968. Furthermore, a late 20th century residential development has been built bordering the 
southeast side of the facility. Modification and encroaching modern development have compromised the basin’s integrity of 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 
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San Bernardino County Sun, The (continued) 
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San Bernardino County Sun, The (continued) 
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Small Canyon Dam, main spillway and bridge in dam. View to west, 7/1/2014. 

 
Small Canyon Dam, second spillway, in channel southeast of dam. View to southeast, 7/1/2014. 
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Small Canyon Dam, third spillway, in channel southeast of dam. View to west 7/1/2014. 

 
Small Canyon Dam, culvert 1. View to southwest, 7/1/2014. 
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Small Canyon Dam, culvert 2. View to northwest, 7/1/2014. 

 
Small Canyon Dam, dam, spillway and bridge at far end. View to northeast, 7/1/2014. 
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Small Canyon Dam, modern (1968) outfall riser and catwalk to top of levee. View to northwest, 7/1/2014. 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION   HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD           Trinomial:     
             NRHP Status Code:    
                                         Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:    Date:    
Page  1  of   18     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-406-4A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Twin Creek Spreading Grounds       
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: San Bernardino North  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1980)  T 1N, R 4W,  E ½, Sec. 23, San Bernardino 

B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  475140 mE  3780465 mN   (NW corner) 
475605 mE  3780465 mN   (NE corner), 475215 mE  3778775 mN   (SW corner), 475440 mE  3778775 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is through a gate on the west side of Harrison Street, near its intersection with 33rd Street. 

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a spreading grounds/flood control basin consisting of  earth  levees, cross 
berms, a concrete spillway, an outflow riser, and culverts. An evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic 
and engineering significance, as well as the integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
 
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  
 

P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing 
(View, date, accession#):  
Overview of spreading grounds from south levee, 
outflow riser in foreground. View to north, 
6/27/2014.  
 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources      
Prehistoric         Historic    
 Both : 1939, 1941, 1954, 1960s  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
June 27, 2014 

*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR evaluation. 
 
*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.   

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 
Page  2  of   18      *NRHP Status Code:   
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B1. Historic Name: Twin Creek Spreading Grounds    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Spreading grounds/Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Dikes built north of Marshall Blvd./27th Street: 1939 
Additional dikes and levees built, east and west levees enlarged: 1941 
Additional cross berms built: 1954 
Concrete spillway near southwest corner built: 1960s  
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). 
(See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir) 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
B13.    Remarks: 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. June 27, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. 
  Redlands, CA 92374 

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located at an elevation of 1,268 to 1,348 feet near the 
foothills of the San Bernardino Mountains, in the city of San Bernardino. The spreading grounds, which measure 
approximately 5.540 feet (north-south) by 1,520 feet (east-west), are bordered by mid to late 20th century residential 
neighborhoods on the east, west, and south, and by additional spreading grounds on the north, across 40th Street. Access is 
through a gate on the west side of Harrison Street near its intersection with 33rd Street. An aerial photograph from 1938 
indicates that berms existed for spreading grounds at that time; however, none of the present levees or other features existed 
yet (NETR 1938). By 1959, levees corresponding with those that are currently there had been built, with cross berms in 
between (NETR 1959). San Bernardino County Flood Control District plans indicate that, in 1939, an east-west dike and a 
northwest-southeast dike were built just north of Marshall Boulevard/27th Street (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
1939). Six additional levees, along with an “east dike” and “west dike,” are shown on a plan from 1941. This plan also 
indicates that the 12-foot-wide, 6-foot-high levees on the east and west sides of the facility were to be replaced with 112-foot-
wide, 16-foot-high levees (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1941). Plans from 1954 are for the construction of 
cross walls 7 and 8, and an addition to cross wall 6 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1954). Cross walls (earth 
berms) 1 through 7 still exist. Aerial photography indicates that the concrete spillway near the southwest corner of the facility 
was not there in 1959, but had been built by 1968 (NETR 1959c, 1968). Historic-age and possibly historic-age features within 
the facility consist of the levees and cross berms, spillway, outflow riser, and two culverts. 
 
Levees. The earth levees forming the east, west, north, and south boundaries of the facility are 100 to 150 feet wide at the 
base, 15 to 55 feet wide at the crest, and approximately 20 feet high. The levee forming a dam at the south end of the 
spreading grounds is faced on its upstream (north) side with coarse concrete that has cobbles and boulders embedded. The 
dam has boulder rip-rap at the east and west ends.  
 
Cross berms. The seven east-west earth cross berms that form eight basins within the spreading grounds range in width from 
approximately 120 to 200 feet, and are 8 to 10 feet high. 
 
Spillway. The spillway near the southwest corner of the facility, which was built between 1959 and 1968, is made of smooth 
concrete with impressions from sheets of plywood that were used as forms when the concrete was curing. The spillway is 75 
feet wide at its upstream (north) end on top of the levee/dam, and tapers into a narrow channel as it slopes down steeply to 
the south. Vertical concrete retaining walls 16 feet high with chain-link fencing on top are on either side of the spillway. The 
walls on either side of the south end of the spillway have recessed ledges with eight pairs of embedded threaded steel studs. 
These ledges appear to have been intended as footings for a bridge that was never built.  
 
Outflow riser. This structure, located 85 feet east of the spillway, at the base of the levee/dam, consists of a rectangular 
concrete column approximately 20 feet high, with a platform on top holding the mechanism by which the slide gate below is 
raised and lowered. The platform is connected to the top of the levee/dam by a narrow catwalk resting on two parallel steel I-
beams. The catwalk has a tubular steel handrail. The gate at the bottom of the riser is rectangular and is mounted on steel 
side rails. A 3-inch-diameter rod extends vertically to the platform above. The gate is 53 inches wide by 48 inches high, and 
has “ARMCO,” “MFG BERKELEY CALIF,” “3618,” and “MODEL 30-05 48 x 48” embossed. The outflow and gate have a 
concrete header with sloping, flared wing walls 15 feet long. The outflow has a trash rack constructed of thick round steel 
cross pieces holding rectangular bars. The lowest of the three round cross pieces is hinged in sockets so the lower third of 
the trash rack can be raised for maintenance access. 
 
Culvert 1. This feature is located near the northeast corner of the facility, and allows for the flow of water under 40th Street into 
the northernmost basin of the spreading grounds. It has a concrete header 5 feet wide and 7 feet high, with flared, sloping 
wing walls 8 feet long. Horizontal form board impressions are visible in the concrete. The round culvert tunnel is 5 feet in 
diameter, and is also concrete with horizontal form board marks. The back side of the header and wing walls is constructed of 
mortared granitic cobbles. 
 
Culvert 2. This rectangular box culvert runs under 40th Street near the middle of the north boundary of the facility, 
approximately 760 feet west-northwest of Culvert 1. It is 10 feet wide and 6 feet high, with a header, sloping wing walls, and 
bottom made of smooth concrete. The surface is eroded, with rusted steel rebar exposed in several places where the 
concrete is broken or worn away. At the south end of the wing walls, 8 feet south of the header, water drops approximately 8 
feet over a mortared cobble waterfall. The slope of the levee on either side of the culvert is faced with coarse concrete with 
cobbles and small boulders embedded. 
 
 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  4 of   19                     *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-406-4A 
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                *Date: 6/27/2014                        Continuation      Update 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
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To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
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In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
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As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
        
The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  8 of   19                     *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-406-4A 
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                *Date: 6/27/2014                        Continuation      Update 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
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To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County (Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
 
Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
Have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities 
occurring within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify 
extending a period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
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No significant historic events are known to be associated with Twin Creek Spreading Grounds (2-406-4A). The only “events” 
of potential significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County 
Flood Control District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several 
decades prior to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the 
years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-
age flood control facilities, including Twin Creek Spreading Grounds (2-406-4A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the 
NRHP under Criterion A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Twin Creek Spreading Grounds (2-406-4A). The facility was 
constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single 
individual or individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Twin Creek Spreading Grounds (2-406-4A) does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Twin Creek Spreading Grounds (2-406-4A) 
does not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds (2-406-4A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to 
have been adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it 
does not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
Although it lacks historic or engineering significance, Twin Creek Spreading Grounds (2-406-4A) does not appear to have 
undergone any major modifications since it was built during the 1930s through 1960s. Therefore, it retains good integrity. 
 
B12.  References (from Building, Structure, and Object Record). 
 
Castillo, Edward D.  
 
 1978 “The Impact of Euro-American Exploration and Settlement.” In Handbook of North American Indians, Volume 8, 
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1891 “Supervisor’s Meeting: Plan to Avert Damage from Floods.” San Bernardino, California, July 9. 
 
1893a “Notice in Re of Storm Water of Redlands and Old San Bernardino.” San Bernardino, California,  
January 25. 
 
1893b “Board of Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, May 5. 
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  Use. Big Santa Anita Historical Society, Arcadia, California. 
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1939 Drawing No. 2-406-3, East Twin Creek Spreading Wall. On file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District, San Bernardino, California.  

 
1941 Drawing No. 2-406-4, Twin Creek Spreading Grounds. On file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District, San Bernardino, California. 
 
1954 Drawing No. 2-406-7, Twin Creek Spreading Grounds. On file at the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District, San Bernardino, California. 
 

 2010 General Information. San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San Bernardino, California. 
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 1895a “County Roads: The True Policy Should Be Permanent Road Making.” San Bernardino, California,  
 February 2. 
 
 1895b “The Board of Supervisors. Various Bills Passed and Ordered Paid.” San Bernardino, California,  
 November 5. 
 
 1905 “Supervisors Look Up Storm Damage to Roads.” San Bernardino, California, March 22. 
 
 1906a “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, 

December 15. 
 
 1906b “Protection District Ordered.” San Bernardino, California, December 5. 
 
 1907a “Mission Has a Bick Kick A-Coming.” San Bernardino, California, January 9. 
 
 1907b  “Manning is Given His License; More Storm Water Districts Are Developing with Fred T. Perris and Others 
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  October 6. 
 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 

http://www.historicaerials.com/
http://www.historicaerials.com/
http://www.historicaerials.com/


State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  12 of   19                     *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-406-4A 
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                *Date: 6/27/2014                        Continuation      Update 
San Bernardino County Sun, The (continued) 
 1909b “Protective Plan Given Quietus.” San Bernardino, California, December 28. 
 
 1910a “Prompt Action Is Wise.” San Bernardino, California, January 4. 
 
 1910b “The Waters of Hills Trouble.” San Bernardino, California, January 11. 
 
 1910c “Official Proceedings of the Board of Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, February 2. 
 
 1910d “New Trail Up the Mountains; Trustees of the Storm Water District Elect Officers; Briefs.” San Bernardino, 
  California, April 21. 
 
 1910e “Repairs on Santa Ana Road.” San Bernardino, California, March 29. 
 
 1910f “What the Expert Didn’t Know.” San Bernardino, California, October 23. 
 
 1911a “Lytle Creek Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, May 2. 
 
 1911b “Great Is Task Falling Upon Clerk.” San Bernardino, California, May 14. 
 
 1911c “Opposition to Protection District.” San Bernardino, California, July 4. 
 
 1911d “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 
  June 8. 
 
 1911e “Notice of Intention of the Board of Supervisors to Form a Storm Water District.” San Bernardino, California, 
  June 14.  
 
 1911f “This District Is on the Wrong Basis.” San Bernardino, California, July 7. 
 
 1911g “Storm District Will Not Be Formed.” San Bernardino, California, August 1. 
 

1913 “In Santa Ana Canyon.” San Bernardino, California, August 28. 
 
1914 “Road Men Are Busy Repairing Damages.” San Bernardino, California, February 28. 
 
1915 “Will Curb Lytle Creek: Detail Plans Are Now Completed.” San Bernardino, California, June 2. 
 
1916a “Will Confer on Lytle Creek Protection.” San Bernardino, California, January 22. 
 
1916b “Roads Damaged, Full Quarter of Million is Report.” San Bernardino, California, February 8. 
 
1916c “Flood Control Is Discussed by Tri-Counties Reforestation.” San Bernardino, California, October 15. 
 
1919a “Governor Signs Bill on Water Conservancy.” San Bernardino, California, May 25. 
 
1919b “Select Men to Guide Project: Supervisors Name Five Men of This County for Big Flood Control Work.” San 
Bernardino, California, October 21. 
 
1922a “Board Decides to Fix Damage Done by Flood.” San Bernardino, California, February 15. 
 
1922b “Flood Control Work Planned: Supervisors Direct Surveyor to Make Examination of District.” San 
Bernardino, California, May 30. 
 
1923 “Storm Protection Wall Is Being Constructed by County at Camp Site.” San Bernardino, California,  
January 5. 
 
1928 “Surveys Are Made in Storm District Work.” San Bernardino, California, January 6. 
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San Bernardino County Sun, The (continued) 

1929 “Canyon Flood Control Works Will Cost $90,000, Committee to Draft Plan of Huge Project.” San 
Bernardino, California, July 23. 
 
1930 “State’s Survey of Cucamonga Basin Flood Control Program Outlined at West End Parley.” San Bernardino, 
California, May 15. 
 
1931 “Hinckley Asks Riverside for Levee Backing.” San Bernardino, California, December 31. 
 
1934 “County Board Approves Flood Control Project.” San Bernardino, California, July 17. 
 
1935a “Flood Control Program North of City Finished.” San Bernardino, California, February 5. 
 
1935b “Flood Control Work Proposed.” San Bernardino, California, March 9. 
 
1935c “Work Suspended on Lytle Creek Flood Control Job.” San Bernardino, California, June 1. 
 
1936a “Big West End Flood Water Curb Favored.” San Bernardino, California, January 31. 

 
1936b “Board Offers Aid to Reduce Flood’s Peril.” San Bernardino, California, February 4. 
 
1937a “City Drafts Flood Control Program: Engineer Will Ask Approval of New Works.” San Bernardino, California,  
May 29. 
 
1937b “Project to Complete Flood Works Sought.” San Bernardino, California, April 24. 
 
1939a “Conservation Plan Approved.” San Bernardino, California, January 6. 
 
1939b “Committee to Act on Flood Control Plan.” San Bernardino, California, January 8. 

 
Scott, M. B. 

1977 Development of Water Facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin, California, 1810-1968. United States 
Department of the Interior, Geological Survey. Prepared in cooperation with the California Department of Water 
Resources, the San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District, and the Western Municipal Water District of 
Riverside County. 

 
Sidler, W. A. 

1957 Floods of the Past: An Assemblage of Documentary Observations with Particular Reference to the San 
 Bernardino Valley and Environs. Expanded and updated in 1972. San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 

 
State of California 

1889 “Statutes of California and Amendments to the Codes, Passed at the Twenty-Eighth Session of the 
Legislature, 1889.” State Printing Office, Sacramento.  

 
1909 “Statutes of California and Amendments to the Codes, Passed at the Thirty-Eighth Session of the 
Legislature, 1909.” State Printing Office, Sacramento. 
 
1939 An Act to Create a Flood Control District to be Called “San Bernardino County Flood Control District”. Fifty- 
Third Session of the Legislature. January 2-June 20.  

 
Tang, Bai 

2007 District Record for P36-013738, the Etiwanda Water Company Water Procurement System. Prepared by 
CRM Tech, Riverside, California. On file at the San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center, San Bernardino 
County Museum, Redlands, California. 

 
Tang, Bai, and Michael Hogan 

2007 Historical/Archaeological Resources Survey Report: North Etiwanda Preserve Enhancement Project, near 
 the City of Rancho Cucamonga, San Bernardino County, California. (NADB 1065996). On file at the San Bernardino 
Archaeological Information Center, San Bernardino County Museum, Redlands, California. 
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Warne, William E. 

1961 “Irrigation District is Backbone of Agriculture.” San Bernardino County Sun, California, August 24. 
 
Weekly Courier, The 

1891a “Raging Waters: The Worst Storm That Has Ever Visited This County.” San Bernardino, California, 
 February 28. 
 
1891b “How Things Look: The Condition of Things After the Storm Has Abated.” San Bernardino, California, 
 February 28. 
 
1891c “Short Locals: Board of Supervisors.” San Bernardino, California, October 10. 

 
Weekly Sun, The 

1895 “Free Fruit for Families, Garbage Ordinance to be Amended as to Time, Board of City Trustees Dispose of 
the Usual Amount of Business.” San Bernardino, California, October 19. 
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Twin Creek Spreading Grounds, concrete spillway near southwest corner. View to southeast, 6/27/2014. 

 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds, culvert 1 near northeast corner. View to east, 6/27/2014. 

 
DPR 523L  (1/95) * Required information 



State of California  - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  Primary #:         
CONTINUATION SHEET    Trinomial:   
 
Page  16 of   19                     *Resource Name or Number (Assigned by recorder): 2-406-4A 
*Recorded by: ECORP Consulting, Inc.                *Date: 6/27/2014                        Continuation      Update 

 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds, back of culvert 1. View to southwest, 6/27/2014. 

 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds, culvert 2 near center of north boundary. View to north, 6/27/2014. 
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Twin Creek Spreading Grounds, outflow riser. View to southeast, 6/27/2014. 

 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds, close-up of outflow gate. View to southwest, 6/27/2014. 
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State of California - The Resources Agency   Primary #:             
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI # :         
PRIMARY RECORD          Trinomial:     
            NRHP Status Code:    
                                              Other Listings:                 
 Update or Supplement          Review Code:       Reviewer:              Date:     
Page  1  of   18     
 
*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 2-305-4A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Wiggins Basin No. 1        
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: San Bernardino North  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1980)  T 1N, R 4W,  N ½ of SE ¼ and SW ¼, and the   
 S ½ of NE ¼ of Sec. 7, San Bernardino B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  San Bernardino   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  468545 mE  3782780 mN   (NW corner) 
469465 mE  3783070 mN   (NE corner), 468510 mE  3782360 mN   (SW corner), 469485 mE  3782960 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is by an unpaved road from the west side of nearby Devil Canyon Road. 

 *P3a.  Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, 
setting, and boundaries): This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of levees, a concrete spillway, and an outflow 
culvert. An evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, as well as the 
integrity, to be eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
 
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  
 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing (View, date, accession#): Overview to west of Wiggins Basin No. 1, from southeast 
corner. 6/26/2014.  

 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources      
Prehistoric         Historic    
 Both : 1957, 2007-2009  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
June 26, 2014 
 
*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR 
evaluation. 
 

*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 
 2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 

and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California. 

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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B1. Historic Name: Wiggins Basin No. 1    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Basin constructed: 1957 
Southern levee enlarged: 2007-2009 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: N.A.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir) 
 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
B13.    Remarks: None 
 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. June 26, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. 
  Redlands, CA 92374 

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located near the foothills of the western San Bernardino 
Mountains, in the city of San Bernardino at an elevation of 1,590 feet. Aerial photography indicates that a levee existed in 
1938 in approximately the position of the southern levee of the present-day facility (NETR 1938). However, San Bernardino 
County Flood Control District documentation states that the facility was built in 1957 (San Bernardino County Flood Control  
District n.d.). A 1959 aerial photograph confirms that, by that date, the basin was much as it is today, including its long 
concrete spillway (NETR 1959). Between 2007 and 2009, the southern levee was enlarged (Google Earth 2007, 2009). The 
facility measures approximately 3,340 feet (northeast-southwest) by 920 feet (northwest-southeast). It is bordered by 
undeveloped land and Devil Canyon Dam (Basin No. 1) on the north; a late 20th century residential development on the south; 
percolation basins and California State University, San Bernardino on the east; and Devil Canyon Creek and a late 20th 
century residential neighborhood on the west. Historic-period features that still remain consist of levees, the spillway at the 
southwest corner of the facility, and an outflow culvert and structure near the spillway. 
 
Levees. The earth levee along the southern boundary of the facility is approximately 120 feet wide at its base, 20 feet wide at 
its crest, and 25 feet high. It has an access road along the top, and the inner (north) slope has a coarse concrete lining with 
embedded cobbles. The present levee corresponds approximately with a levee that existed by 1938; however it was 
reconfigured when the facility was built in the late 1950s, and was enlarged again between 2007 and 2009. The concrete 
lining on the inner slope appears to be of recent construction, and was probably also added between 2007 and 2009. The 
earth levee forming the northern boundary of the facility is 40 to 50 feet wide at its base, and comes to a narrow crest. It does 
not have an access road on top, and is approximately 5 to 6 feet high. It is overgrown with vegetation, and appears to be 
unmodified. A low earth levee or berm with an unpaved access road on top traverses the middle of the basin from north to 
south. There are two steel pipe culverts near its center. Aerial photography shows that the berm and culverts were 
constructed between 1968 and 1980, and are not, therefore, historic-age features (NETR 1968, 1980). 
 
Spillway. The spillway at the southwest corner of the basin is surfaced with smooth concrete. It slopes to the southwest into a 
wide concrete channel. Impressions are visible from plywood sheets used as forms while the concrete was curing. At its 
upper end, the spillway is 145 feet wide. Side retaining walls on either side of the spillway are approximately 18 feet high, and 
have a chain-link fence on top. The walls curve outward at the upper end of the spillway, eventually blending into the concrete 
and cobble lining of the inner levee slope. The spillway gradually narrows as it continues nearly 800 feet southwest, to a width 
of 50 feet where it meets Kendall Drive at its end. A narrow flood control channel continues southwest from Kendall Drive.  
 
Outflow culvert and structure. The outlet is located in the inner levee slope, approximately 280 feet northeast of the spillway. It 
has a header wall with impressions from sheets of plywood used to mold the curing concrete. The header measures 20 feet 
wide and 9 feet high. Its left (east) half has two concrete wing walls that flare out slightly, with a culvert in between. Each wing 
wall slopes from a height of 8 feet, to ground level at its end. A large steel rectangular slide gate covers the culvert and is 
mounted in steel side rails. A 3-inch-diameter rod attached to the center of the gate extends vertically to a raising and 
lowering mechanism on a platform approximately 25 feet above. The gate is embossed with “ARMCO”, “MFG BERKELEY 
CALIF”, “3618”, and “MODEL 30-05 48 x 48”, although it is actually 53 inches wide by 48 inches high. The platform is 
supported on a steel scaffold, of which the main members are steel I-beams. A narrow catwalk with an open-grid steel deck 
and a chain-link-fence railing leads from the top of the levee to the platform. 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
 
The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
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The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
 
The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
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Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
 
In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
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In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
 
As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
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The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
 
Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
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The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 

 
To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
 
To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
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Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
Have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities 
occurring within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify 
extending a period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
 
No significant historic events are known to be associated with Wiggins Basin No. 1 (2-305-4A). The only “events” of potential 
significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several decades prior 
to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made 
following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-age flood 
control facilities, including Wiggins Basin No. 1 (2-305-4A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion 
A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Wiggins Basin No. 1 (2-305-4A). The facility was 
constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single 
individual or individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Wiggins Basin No. 1 (2-305-4A) does not appear to 
qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Wiggins Basin No. 1 (2-305-4A) does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Wiggins Basin No. 1 (2-305-4A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have been 
adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does not 
appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
In addition to its lack of significance, Wiggins Basin No. 1 (2-305-4A) has been modified within the past 50 years, and has 
poor integrity. Between 2007 and 2009, the southern levee of the basin was enlarged. A north-south berm, crossing the basin, 
and culverts through the berm, were constructed between 1968 and 1980. Furthermore, the facility is bordered by late 20th 
century residential developments on the west and south, and by California State University, San Bernardino on the east. The 
modifications to the facility and encroaching modern development have compromised its integrity of design, setting, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. 
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Wiggins Basin No. 1, spillway near southwest corner of basin. View to southwest, 6/26/2014. 

 
Wiggins Basin No. 1, spillway near southwest corner of basin. View to northwest, 6/26/2014. 
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Wiggins Basin No. 1, outflow structure near southwest corner of basin. View to southwest, 6/26/2014. 

 
Wiggins Basin No. 1, close-up of slide gate in outflow structure. View to southwest, 6/26/2014. 
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Wiggins Basin No. 1, north levee. View to northeast, 6/26/2014. 
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*Resource Name or Number (Assigned by Recorder): 3-602-4A  
P1. Other Identifier:  Wilson Creek Basin No. 1       
*P2. Location:  Not for Publication     Unrestricted  *a.  County: San Bernardino 
 *b. USGS 7.5’ Quad: Yucaipa  Date: 1967 (photorevised 1988)  T 1S, R 1W,  SE ¼ of SW ¼, Sec. 30, San Bernardino B.M. 
 c. Address: N.A.  City:  Yucaipa   

d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone: 11;  497455 mE  3767865 mN   (NW corner) 
497615 mE  3767855 mN   (NE corner), 494465 mE  3767685 mN   (SW corner), 497615 mE  3767660 mN   (SE corner) 
(NAD 83) 
e. Other Locational Data (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., when appropriate: Access to the facility 
is by a gate on the west side of Fremont Street, north of Oak Glen Road.  

  
*P3a. Description (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, 

and boundaries):  
 This facility consists of a flood control basin consisting of earth  levees, a concrete inlet, and an outflow culvert and riser. An 

evaluation for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR) was conducted, and the facility appears to lack the historic and engineering significance, as well as the integrity, to be 
eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR. (See continuation sheet) 
 
*P3b.  Resource Attributes (List Attributes and Codes): HP11 (Engineering structure); HP22 (Reservoir)                                               
*P4. Resources Present:  Buildings   Structures     Object    Site     District     Element of District    Other 
(Isolates, etc.)  

 
P5b. Description of    Photo    Drawing (View, 
date, accession#): Wilson Creek inlet, from Fremont 
Street. View to west-southwest, 7/1/2014. 
 
*P6.   Date Constructed/Age and Sources    
   Prehistoric         Historic    
 Both : 1940s-1950s, 1961  
 
*P7.   Owner and Address:   
San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
825 E. Third St. 
San Bernardino, CA 92415 
 
P8.   Recorded by (Name,  
affiliation, address):   
C. Cotterman,  
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
215 N. 5th Street, Redlands, CA 92374 
 
*P9.   Date    Recorded   Updated:   
July 1, 2014 

 
*P10. Type of Study (Describe):   
Historic structure recordation; NRHP/CRHR evaluation. 
 
*P11.  Report Citation (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none."):   
Blumel, W., C. Cotterman, A. Myers, and R. Mason 

2015 Cultural Resources Inventory for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project near the Foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino Mountains, Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California. Submitted by 
ECORP Consulting, Inc., Redlands, California. Submitted to the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, San 
Bernardino, California.   

 
*Attachments:     NONE     Location Map    Sketch Maps    Continuation Sheets   Building, Structure, and Object 
Record   Linear Feature Record   Archaeological Site Record    District Record    Milling Station Record      Rock 
Art Record    Artifact Record    Photograph Record     Other (List):    
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B1. Historic Name: Wilson Creek Basin No. 1    
B2. Common Name: Same             
B3. Original Use: Flood control basin                B4.  Present Use: Same        
*B5. Architectural Style: N.A.     
 
*B6. Construction History (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations):  
Levees and concrete inlet built: 1940s-1950s 
Levees re-graded, outflow rebuilt, re-using original gate and lift: 1961 
 
*B7. Moved?   No      Yes     Unknown   Date:   Original Location: N.A.    
 
*B8.     Related Features: Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 is the easternmost basin of five contiguous basins. It shares its western 
levee with Wilson Creek Basin No. 2.  
  
B9a. Architects: San Bernardino County Flood Control District B9b. Builders: Same         
 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Water Conservation and Flood Control    Area: San Bernardino Valley, California     
 Period of Significance: 1939-1964        Property Type: Flood control facility  Applicable Criteria: N.A.  
 (Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic 

scope.  Also address  integrity.)    
In arid southern California, two water-related themes—conservation and flood control—have been significant to population growth, 
the development of agriculture in the late 19th century, and the proliferation of towns and suburbs in the 20th century. The region of 
the Santa Ana River Basin centered on the San Bernardino Valley, with dozens of major tributary canyons and hundreds of 
smaller ravines draining the mountain watersheds of the San Bernardino and eastern San Gabriel ranges, was among the first 
areas to witness attempts to store groundwater against the threat of drought. It was here, too, that important measures were 
eventually taken to protect lives and property from the floods that, although rare, were increasingly devastating to lives and 
property as cities and farms grew and homes, businesses, and farms covered the land (Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). 
 
Droughts and floods were recorded in the diaries of Spanish missionaries as far back in time as the earliest European settlement 
of southern California in the late 18th century. Undoubtedly, the native Tongva, Serrano, and Cahuilla peoples, who had subsisted 
in the region for centuries before Europeans arrived, had experienced countless dry periods and deluges. In 1825, during the early 
years of the Mexican Period (1821-1848), the greatest flood yet recorded was so severe that the course of the Santa Ana River 
changed, creating a new outlet to the Pacific Ocean miles southeast of its previous mouth. The Los Angeles River also altered its 
course, wiping out crops and groves of trees in its path. Alta California, as it was called by its Hispanic inhabitants, was still 
relatively sparsely populated. There were few towns, and agriculture was restricted to scattered small farms. The main industry at 
that time was cattle raising on the giant ranchos granted to a handful of worthy citizens by the Mexican government. Although it 
was an awe-inspiring ordeal for the relative few who experienced it, the impact of the 1825 flood on lives and property was not as 
great as that caused by later inundations (Cleland 1941; Sidler 1957). (See Continuation Sheet) 
 
B11.    Additional Resource Attributes (List attributes and codes): 
HP11 (Engineering structure); HP19 (Bridge); HP21 (Dam); HP22 
(Reservoir) 
 
*B12. References: (See Continuation Sheet)   
B13.    Remarks: None 
*B14. Evaluator:  Cary D. Cotterman *Date of Evaluation:   
  ECORP Consulting, Inc. July 1, 2014      
  215 N. 5th St. 
  Redlands, CA 92374 

 
 
 
 

(See Sketch Map) 
 
 
 
 

(This space reserved official comments.)  
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P3a. Description (continued from Primary Record). This facility is located in the city of Yucaipa at an elevation of 2,920 
feet. It is the easternmost of a series of five contiguous basins that lie in an alluvial valley at the base of the San Bernardino 
Mountains. Basin No. 1 measures approximately 635 feet (north-south) by 505 feet (east-west). Access to the basin is by a 
gate on the west side of Fremont Street, north of Oak Glen Road. The facility is immediately surrounded by undeveloped 
land, but late 20th and early 21st century residential developments are nearby in every direction. Aerial photography shows 
that, in 1938, there were numerous small zigzagging dikes in the same general location occupied by the basin today, but the 
present-day levees had not been built yet (NETR 1938). By 1959, aerial photography indicates that the Wilson Creek Basins 
Nos. 1 and 2 levees had been built, along with the concrete inlet walls by Fremont Street (NETR 1959). Plans on file at the 
San Bernardino County Flood Control District indicate that, in 1961, the levees were re-graded, rip-rap bank protection was 
added, and the outflow was rebuilt, reusing the existing gate and lift (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 1961). 
Historic-period features consist of levees, the Wilson Creek inlet, and the outflow. 
 
Levees. The basin is roughly square, and is surrounded by earth levees, with bases ranging in width from approximately 40 
feet, along the south side, to 105 feet, near the inlet at the northeast corner. The crests of the levees range in width from 
approximately 15 to 75 feet, and are 20 feet above the basin floor. All of the levees have unpaved access roads on top. The 
levee along the east side slopes down to the west edge of Fremont Street. The west levee of Basin No. 1 is shared with 
adjacent Basin No. 2. 
 
Inlet. The inlet of Wilson Creek is located at the northeast corner of the basin. During flooding the creek flows across the 
surface of Fremont Street, where there is no culvert or bridge. The basin inlet is formed by two high, curving concrete 
retaining walls that have horizontal impressions from form boards. The flat bottom is coarse concrete that has granitic cobbles 
embedded with their flat sides flush with the surface. The wall on the south side of the inlet is approximately 12 feet high, and 
curves around the end of the east levee, from Fremont Street to the interior of the basin. Inside the basin, it slopes downward 
until it meets the slope of the levee. Approximately 80 feet west of Fremont Street, the southern wall has a vertical slot 
molded into the concrete. The slot is 5 feet 6 inches high, 10 inches wide, and 3 inches deep. East of the slot 3 feet 10 inches 
is a rectangular opening at the bottom of the wall, measuring 1 foot 10 inches wide by 1 foot 6 inches high. The opening is 
mostly filled with soil, and is partially covered by a rusted steel plate. The functions of the slot and the rectangular opening are 
not known. The wall along the south side of the inlet is hidden by soil to a point approximately 80 feet west of Fremont Street, 
where it emerges into view. At this point, the wall is 4 feet high. 100 feet farther west the wall steps up to a height of 12 feet. 
The wall continues on, curving toward the southwest. Approximately 280 feet from Fremont Street, it makes a sharp turn to 
the west and ends after another 30 feet.  
 
Outflow. The outflow culvert and riser, located near the northwest corner of the basin, in the west levee, allow water to flow 
from Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 into Basin No. 2. The outflow was rebuilt in 1961, and the original gate and lift were reused. 
The rebuilt outflow consists of a concrete box culvert 8 feet wide and 12 feet high, with flared wing walls that begin 7 feet 
above the apron at the base of the culvert and taper down to 3 feet 6 inches high, 14 feet to the east. The header and wing 
walls have impressions from sheets of plywood that were used to mold the curing concrete. A massive steel slide gate 
mounted in steel side rails covers the culvert, and has “ARMCO 54 x 54 MODEL 30-05” embossed. A trash rack made from 
seven pieces of railroad track protects the gate from debris. A 4-inch-diameter steel rod extends vertically from the top of the 
gate, through a hole in the molding at the top of the header, to a steel platform above, where a mechanism with a crank is 
used to raise and lower the gate. A narrow catwalk leads from the top of the levee to the platform. The platform and catwalk 
are supported by a framework of tubular and square-section steel, braced with steel rods, and have an open steel grid deck 
and tubular steel handrails. A staff gage with markings up to 10 feet stands in the basin bottom 6 feet south of the southeast 
corner of the outflow. 
 
B10.  Significance (continued from Building, Structure, and Object Record). A drought of unprecedented (during 
recorded times) severity occurred between 1856 and 1864, devastating the cattle herds of the southern California ranchos, 
many of which were left in bankruptcy (Cleland 1941). This dry spell was interrupted, briefly but catastrophically, by the great 
flood of January, 1862, sometimes referred to as the “Noachian Deluge” of California, in reference to the Biblical flood of 
Noah. This disaster affected California, Oregon, and Nevada, and, to the present day, has been the worst flood in the history 
of the Far West. Steady rain, from Christmas Day of 1861 until January 18, 1862, overwhelmed the natural drainage system 
of the San Bernardino Valley. An area stretching from present-day Loma Linda to what is now downtown San Bernardino, and 
for several miles upstream and downstream along the Santa Ana River, was temporarily left completely underwater. 
Inundation and damage along the river’s course through the present-day Riverside and Orange county areas was of similar 
magnitude. Agua Mansa, a small farming community halfway between San Bernardino and Riverside, was wiped out. The 
town of Anaheim was destroyed. Devastation along the Los Angeles River was nearly as severe (Cleland 1941; San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957).  
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The drought of the 1850s and 1860s greatly reduced the cattle herds on the ranchos, making it difficult for their owners to pay 
the new American taxes on their thousands of acres. During the Mexican Period, and later, in the American Period (beginning 
with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848), a few Anglo-Americans had owned small ranches and farms, and had even 
bought vast ranchos. After the drought, many Mexican cattle ranchers borrowed money at usurious rates from recently arrived 
Anglo-Americans. The resulting foreclosures and land sales eventually transferred most of the land grants into the hands of 
the new settlers (Castillo 1978; Cleland 1941).  
 
The arrival in the San Bernardino area of the Southern Pacific Railroad in the late 1870s and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa 
Fe Railway in the mid 1880s increased communications, travel, and shipping between the region and Los Angeles, as well as 
other parts of the country. A land boom caused by cheap rail fares and aggressive real estate promotions led to a rapid rise in 
population. Most of the ranchos were subdivided and their land was sold to American settlers, primarily farmers, whose 
demand for irrigation water often surpassed the supply available from natural streams. The increase in population, agriculture, 
and development brought about an interest in water conservation and flood control. The first major public works project for 
water storage in the Santa Ana River Basin was the construction, by Frank E. Brown’s Bear Valley Land and Water Company, 
of Bear Valley Dam in the San Bernardino Mountains. The dam was completed in 1884 and the reservoir, today’s Big Bear 
Lake, began supplying irrigation water to citrus groves in Redlands the following year (Hinckley 1956; Richards 1966; 
Robinson 1989).  
 
In 1882, before the massive Bear Valley Dam project, the Chaffey brothers, George and William, proposed a somewhat more 
modest, but perhaps equally significant undertaking. Until that time, stream flow and reservoir water had been augmented by 
privately owned wells, which were beginning to proliferate and have an impact on groundwater levels. The Chaffeys, founders 
of Etiwanda, Ontario, and Upland, planned to artificially recharge a local aquifer by spreading stream runoff from Day, Middle, 
and East Etiwanda canyons over a large alluvial fan at the base of the eastern San Gabriel Mountains. The water, directed to 
spreading grounds by ditches, flumes, and rock-lined channels built and owned by their Etiwanda Water Company, would 
percolate down to the subsurface groundwater body, where it could be recovered during dry months using wells and tunnels 
(Hickcox 1981; Scott 1977). Many features associated with this pioneering water procurement and storage system still exist, 
forming Site P36-013738, which overlaps the northeastern end of the Day Creek Dam project area (Tang 2007; Tang and 
Hogan 2007). 
 
The Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company was the first mutual water company in the region, and was the model for future 
irrigation districts. For most of the 19th century, riparian water rights, derived from English Common Law, prevailed in southern 
California. A landowner whose property contained or was adjacent to a stream had first rights to use, share, or sell the water. 
Because of the semi-desert nature of the area between the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains and the ocean, this 
proved to be a great hardship on farmers whose land did not encompass or abut a water source, especially during periods of 
drought. In 1887 a schoolteacher, Charles C. Wright, proposed legislation to curtail riparian rights by the formation of local 
irrigation districts that would be funded by taxation based on the value of each member’s land, and would be run 
democratically by the subscribers. His District Irrigation Law of California, also known as the Wright Act, was strongly 
promoted by State Assemblyman Thaddeus W. H. Shanahan. The amendment to the State Constitution was voted down 
initially, but Shanahan lobbied members of the legislature and the Wright Act was adopted by a vote of 63 to 8 on February 
23, 1887. It became law on March 7, placing the regulation of all water with the State, and providing for the creation of 
irrigation districts (Daily Courier 1887; Hart 1891). 
 
To organize an irrigation district under the Wright Act, a majority of landowners in an area served by a water supply had to 
vote in favor of the creation of the district. Once a district began operating, water commissioners, drawn from the chairmen of 
the boards of directors of the districts, were charged with the responsibility of apportioning water equitably. Not long after the 
law was passed, disputes began to occur over water allocation and irrigation district boundaries. Two amendments to the act, 
in 1889 and 1891, rectified the problems (Hart 1891; State of California 1889). The Wright Act and the formation of irrigation 
districts had an enormous impact on the development of California in the late 19th and early 20th centuries, enabling it to 
become one of the leading agricultural centers of the world (Warne 1961). 
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The first organized water conservation effort between the three counties along the Santa Ana River course took place in 
1907, when San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties formed the Tri-Counties Reforestation Committee. In 1909, the 
name was changed to the Water Conservation Organization (WCO). The same year, Congress granted 960 acres of federal 
land near the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon for use as a spreading ground for artificial groundwater recharging. The WCO built 
a diversion dam and ditch to convey water to the spreading ground. To ensure that Orange County would continue to get its 
fair share of Santa Ana River water, WCO rules stated that no water could be diverted unless the river was flowing at least as 
far as Lincoln Avenue in Anaheim. This was eventually changed to Chapman Avenue in Orange, about 4 miles farther 
downstream. Farmers and municipalities in Orange County, however, were never comfortable with their position along the 
chain, and worried that San Bernardino County would appropriate so much water for spreading that little would be left farther 
down-river. In 1931 the WCO received an appropriation of $400,000 from the state legislature, much of which was to be used 
to expand the spreading grounds at the mouth of Santa Ana Canyon. Water users in Orange County, foremost among them 
James Irvine, owner of the vast Irvine Ranch, filed an official protest with the WCO in 1932. Eventually, Irvine sued the San 
Bernardino Valley Water Conservation District, which was the San Bernardino County contingent of the WCO, in the Federal 
Court of Los Angeles in an attempt to stop the increase in Santa Ana River diversion near the river’s source. After several 
years of litigation and numerous proposals that were rejected by one side or the other, a compromise was finally agreed upon 
in 1942 wherein both counties received a satisfactory share of water (Scott 1977).  
 
Projects such as the Chaffeys’ Etiwanda Water Company spreading grounds and the WCO’s spreading grounds near the 
mouth of Santa Ana Canyon were emulated by new irrigation districts in other communities along the foothills of the San 
Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains to supply the urgent and increasing demand for irrigation and domestic water. A 
reading of San Bernardino County Flood Control District and San Bernardino Valley Municipal Water District literature gives 
the impression that, while such water procurement projects flourished in the San Bernardino Valley, the problem of flood 
control was not given as much attention during the late 19th and early 20th centuries (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). Newspaper articles from those decades, however, show that storm water protection 
was a major concern. There were many modest to serious flooding episodes, and great floods afflicted the region in 1867, 
1884, 1891, and 1916. As the San Bernardino Valley became more populated, and real estate increased in value, floods  
became more devastating. The Santa Ana River was not the main problem, because its channel was wide enough that 
flooding was usually minimal. Lytle Creek, however, which crossed valuable fertile land, caused extensive damage when it 
flooded. If measures were not taken to control Lytle Creek flooding, the valuable land would be reduced to a worthless sandy 
wash. A good bridge across Lytle Creek at Colton Avenue was believed to be a necessity that would benefit both San 
Bernardino and Riverside. The local people, represented by the newspapers, believed that the San Bernardino County 
Supervisors should do something about it, because expenditures would, in the long run, be less than losses if nothing was 
done. It was, they maintained, the county’s duty to implement flood control measures, including wing dams to slow the flow of 
flood water along Lytle Creek. By cooperative action, it was proposed, different districts could help pay for the county’s 
services. If no action was taken, flood damage in the future would probably force large parts of the San Bernardino Valley to 
“be abandoned to sandy sterility” (Daily Courier 1889:2, 1890a). 
 
Storm water protection in the late 19th and early 20th centuries was constructed as-needed, often stimulated by recent floods. 
Work was done by municipalities, private land owners, water companies, railroads, and county road construction crews. In 
February of 1890, for example, a county road crew worked to repair flood damage to railroad tracks crossing Lytle Creek. 
They also worked to prevent water from Lytle Creek from flowing down Mill Street (Daily Courier 1890b). 
 
The flood of 1891 was one of the worst experienced by the county up to that year. From Saturday, February 21 through 
Monday, February 23, rain pounded the San Bernardino Valley, with the heaviest downpour coming on Sunday. The Santa 
Ana River, Lytle Creek, and City Creek flooded, washing out bridges, roads, and railroad tracks. Houses were destroyed, 
hundreds of acres of agricultural land was lost, and livestock were drowned. Most of the area south of Mill Street was a lake. 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Colton, and Redlands were isolated for days (Weekly Courier 1891a, 1891b). In spite of such 
disasters, the formation of a storm water protection district took decades of effort on the part of legislators and citizens.  
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In July of 1891, in response to the damages caused by the February flood, the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
resolved that a committee should be formed, under the Chairman of the Board, to employ an engineer and any means 
needed to plan and construct flood control measures along Lytle Creek (Daily Courier 1891). Later that year, the Board of 
Supervisors assigned civil engineer H. P. Vincent to look into methods of flood control for Old San Bernardino, also known as 
the Mission District, west of Redlands (Weekly Courier 1891c). Discussions concerning this problem, stemming from flooding 
of the Mission Zanja and other channels flowing west through Redlands, continued for several years before the Board of 
Supervisors passed a resolution to make improvements (Daily Courier 1893a, 1893b; San Bernardino County Sun 1906a, 
1907a). Debates about flood control in the San Bernardino Valley and how to finance it continued for several years. The 
Board of Supervisors ordered storm water protection to be built along Lytle Creek, but as late as November of 1895 work was 
still waiting to be carried out (San Bernardino County Sun 1895a, 1895b; Weekly Sun 1895). Lytle Creek continued to wreak 
havoc during both minor and major storms, overflowing its banks and damaging or destroying roads, bridges, and farm land 
(San Bernardino County Sun 1905). At the end of 1906, the Board of Supervisors ordered that a storm water protection 
district be formed (San Bernardino County Sun 1906b). In addition to the Old San Bernardino, or Mission District, storm water 
protection districts were also proposed for the Lytle Creek area south of Highland Avenue, and for the Cucamonga area (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1907b).   
 
The Storm Water District Act of 1909 was approved by the State Legislature on March 13 of that year “to provide for the 
formation, organization, and government of storm water districts, for the purpose of protecting the land therein from damage 
from storm water and from the waters of any innavigable stream, water course, canyon, or wash, for the construction of 
necessary works of protection by said district, and for the levying of taxes and assessments to pay for the cost of 
constructing, repairing, and maintaining such improvements” (State of California 1909:339). The San Bernardino County 
Board of Supervisors gave public notice that the county intended to create a storm water district under the act (San 
Bernardino Count Sun 1909a). Universal approval of the plan was not forthcoming, however. Most of the residents of the Old 
San Bernardino/Mission District, for example, were opposed to the formation of a new Mission Protective District. Their 
complaint was that the formation of the original district, a few years earlier, had been incomplete, only providing for the 
initiation of improvements, but not for their continuing operation and maintenance. With storm water districts proving to be 
“fruitful sources of neighborhood differences” (San Bernardino Count Sun 1909b:1), the project was put off indefinitely. 
 
In the absence of a countywide storm water district or districts, San Bernardino County, which bore the brunt of damage 
whenever the Santa Ana River and its tributaries overflowed, relegated planning, materials, and manpower for flood control 
projects to other departments (Sidler 1957). Tax levies financed flood control projects, and the County Surveyor’s staff 
supervised their planning and execution. The county continued to carry out a patchwork flood control projects in response to 
storm events in different areas, but most urgently along Lytle Creek. In the winter of 1909-1910, after a relatively minor storm, 
the county, the city of San Bernardino, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe (AT&SF) Railway cooperated to finance 
temporary dikes to control the creek, until a district could be formed to organize the construction of permanent works (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910a). But storm water districts were still not popular with land owners. When the Board of 
Supervisors assigned the County Surveyor to look into the formation of a district in Highland, farmers reluctant to have 
diverted flood water dumped onto their land opposed it (San Bernardino County Sun 1910b). In February of 1910, after 
receiving a petition from 18 property owners in the Cucamonga area, the Board announced their intention to form a storm 
water district there (San Bernardino County Sun 1910c). On April 20, the trustees of the Cucamonga Storm Water Protection 
District held their first meeting and elected a president and secretary (San Bernardino County Sun 1910d). 
 
Most repairs and other flood control measures were handled by county road construction and maintenance crews. These men 
were on call at all hours, and often spent rainy nights repairing storm water damage. Not only were all road crew personnel 
doing double duty as flood control workers; often citizens were “impressed” and “almost compel[led]” to assist them (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910e, 1910f:4, 1913, 1914). The AT&SF Railway also contributed manpower to flood control efforts. 
In January of 1909, the railroad, which maintained an important crossing over Lytle Creek, provided more than 100 men to 
help contain flooding along that stream. During the storm, even San Bernardino Mayor Sam McNabb came out in the night 
and helped fight the flood. County road workers, along with anyone they could get to lend a hand, performed an invaluable 
service during floods, building temporary dikes and digging channels to divert flood waters from valuable property (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1910f). 
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As of 1911, a storm water district to protect western San Bernardino and Colton from the ravages of Lytle Creek and other 
tributaries of the Santa Ana River still did not exist. The Board of Supervisors commissioned a group of engineers to 
investigate the creek and predict the area that might be flooded, and their conclusion was that flood waters could go almost 
anywhere, including the business and main residential sections of the city. They recommended a storm water protection 
district extending from the mouth of Lytle Creek Canyon to the San Bernardino-Riverside County line, including the city of San 
Bernardino west of Town Creek, and all of the city of Colton. The engineers also cautioned that the district would eventually 
have to include all of the land east of Town Creek, to safeguard against flooding coming from Waterman, Cable, Bailey, and 
Devil canyons. The problem of public opposition came up again, however, with an estimated 10,000 property owners each 
having the right to lodge a protest. Residents of the San Bernardino Valley were suspicious that the proposed tax 
assessments to pay for flood control were not on the level. The engineers who had done the study for the county estimated 
that $100,000 would suffice to construct the necessary improvements, but many people thought the cost could go much 
higher. Since the law mandated that no one could be hired to determine exactly what construction would be required and 
what it would cost until after a district was formed, there was no way to arrive at a definitive figure. The people of San 
Bernardino and Colton, most of whom were in agreement that something had to be done, were still wary (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1911a, 1911b, 1911c). 
 
In early June, 1911, the County Board of Supervisors gave notice in the local newspapers of their intention, once again, to 
form a storm water district (San Bernardino Sun 1911d, 1911e). The Sun, although it had been one of the leading boosters for 
the formation of a district for many years, published an editorial opposing the measure on the grounds that there was no 
provision in the law for the taxation of major corporations in order to operate and maintain the flood control facilities, once 
they were built. The AT&SF Railway, the Southern Pacific Railroad, and the companies that owned the plants where produce 
was pre-cooled prior to shipping on the railroads would not be taxed after the initial assessment at the formation of the district, 
yet they would be the greatest beneficiaries of Lytle Creek flood control (San Bernardino Sun 1911f). Basing their action on 
this criticism, and further persuaded by 1,725 signatures to a formal protest, the Board of Supervisors voted to deny the 
petition for the formation of a storm water protection district. Hundreds of property owners in Colton, which would have 
benefited the most from controlling Lytle Creek, had signed the protest. There were accusations that they had been lied to by 
signature solicitors, and the trust of the public was left at an even lower level than it had been. For the time being, a storm 
water protection district for San Bernardino and Colton was “buried and laid away but not forgotten” (San Bernardino Sun 
1911g:1). A few years later, the issue was brought up again, as the cities of San Bernardino and Colton, along with the 
railroads, commissioned plans for storm water protection from Lytle Creek. It looked, once again, as if a storm water 
protection district might be formed, but the plans fell through as the various interested parties disagreed over what work 
should be done, and the boundaries of the proposed district (San Bernardino County Sun 1915, 1916a).  
        
The great flood that peaked on January 17, and again on January 27 and 28, 1916 caused extensive, expensive damage. 
While county and local road crews scrambled to make repairs, the first proposal was made for a county-wide storm protection 
district, rather than the localized districts (e.g., Mission District, Lytle Creek, Cucamonga) that had been favored up to that 
time. The duties of such a county district would be to “repair the damage [from the 1916 flood] and protect all sections [of the 
county] from danger of other floods” (San Bernardino County Sun 1916b:1). By October, the Water Conservation 
Organization had met to discuss a new law being drafted by the Southern California Flood Control Association. The proposed 
new act would incorporate points from successful flood-control legislation in northern California and other parts of the country, 
and would be similar to the Ohio Conservation Act. Under the law, if enacted, the application of 50 voters would have been 
sufficient for the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors to have called an election for the formation of a county storm 
water protection district. If the voters favored a district, the Board of Supervisors could go ahead with the plan. If not, 
proceedings would stop at that point (San Bernardino County Sun 1916c). Two and a half years later, in May of 1919, 
Governor William Stephens signed Senate Bill 280, the Conservancy Act, permitting the formation of water conservation and 
flood control districts across multiple counties (San Bernardino County Sun 1919a). The Conservancy Act should have 
enabled San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange counties to unite in flood control efforts along the entire Santa Ana River 
Basin, from the mountains to the ocean. An executive committee of representatives of all three counties was quickly formed 
to begin writing legislation “under which a district could be formed to the satisfaction of the three counties” (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1919b:4). No district was created, and for several years afterward city and county road crews were still repairing 
flood damage, and local storm water protection districts were still being discussed (San Bernardino County Sun 1922a, 
1922b). 
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Throughout the 1920s and most of the 1930s, San Bernardino County carried out numerous emergency flood control projects 
in conjunction with the city of San Bernardino, the city of Colton, the AT&SF and Southern Pacific railroads, Riverside and 
Orange counties, and other entities, but the goal of forming a county-wide flood control district was not achieved. Storm 
protection walls, check dams, debris basins, spreading grounds, and runoff channels were built in response to storm events, 
in a patchwork across the foothills and along the drainages, but there was no centralized effort. During the Great Depression 
of the 1930s, several projects were completed with the cooperation and participation of the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA), 
all of which provided labor and financial aid. Diversion gates, channels, and spreading grounds were built at the mouths of 
Waterman and Twin Creek canyons. Dams, ditches, and percolation furrows were constructed in upper Lytle Creek (San 
Bernardino County Sun 1923, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1934, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c, 1936a, 1936b, 1937a, 1937b). 
 
What finally brought about a focused government effort in San Bernardino County that was dedicated to the task of protecting 
lives and property from catastrophic flooding was the deluge of March, 1938 (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). A heavy Pacific storm lasting from February 27 to March 4 caused flooding and damage along 
coastal areas and as far as 100 miles inland, from San Diego to San Luis Obispo, but seemed to be centered on the region 
surrounding the San Bernardino Valley, mainly the San Gabriel and San Bernardino mountains. These two ranges received 
up to 32 inches of rain, nearly 150 percent of their annual average precipitation, in the six-day period, filling and overflowing 
all of the rivers and tributaries of their natural drainage systems. On the worst day of flooding, March 2, debris and sediment 
from mountain canyons flowed into the valley and covered thousands of acres of agricultural fields and orchards. Large 
sections of the cities of San Bernardino and Colton were submerged. In the Santa Ana River Basin, more than 182,000 acres 
(284 square miles) were inundated (Sidler 1957). Many houses and businesses were destroyed, along with roads, railroads, 
and more than 100 bridges in the San Bernardino area alone. Some cities, like Redlands, became temporary islands, able to 
communicate with the outside world only by radio, because electric and telephone lines had been knocked down and buried 
under debris (San Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; Scott 1977; Sidler 1957). When it was over, the 1938 flood 
had left 87 people dead, and had caused $78.6 million worth of property damage (Sidler 1957), the 2014 equivalent of $1.32 
billion. 
 
In the weeks following the disaster, as cleanup and rebuilding efforts began, public meetings took place throughout southern 
California to discuss solutions to the ongoing threat of floods. In October of 1938, a committee numbering about 100 
government officials, experts, and citizens convened in San Bernardino, and commissioned an investigation to determine the 
most effective course of action. The flood control committee of the San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce recommended 
creation of a flood control district to the San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors on January 9, 1939 (San Bernardino 
County Sun 1939a, 1939b). Meetings continued through January, resulting in a resolution to create a flood control district. 
During the fifty-third session of the California State Legislature, the San Bernardino County Flood Control District Act, Chapter 
73, Statutes of 1939, was approved by Governor Culbert Olson and became effective on April 20 (San Bernardino flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939).  
 
The San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors became, ex officio, the Board of Supervisors for the Flood Control District. 
The County Surveyor’s staff, which had overseen the few flood control projects there had been, formed the core of the new 
agency (Sidler 1957). Additional technical staff members were also recruited, and the County Highway Commissioner 
became the chief engineer. Operation under the County Surveyor and County Highway Commissioner continued until 1971, 
when the Flood Control District was officially separated from the County Road Department. (San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District 2010; Sidler 1957; State of California 1939). The objectives and purposes of the Flood Control District were 
stated as follows: 
 

To provide for the control of the flood and storm waters of the District, 
 
To provide for the control of flood and storm waters of streams that have their source outside of said District but 
which flow into the District, 
 
To conserve such waters for beneficial use by spreading, storing, retaining, and causing to percolate into the soil 
within or without the District, 
 
To save or conserve in any manner all or any of such waters, 
 
To protect from such flood or storm water the watercourses, watersheds, public highways, life, and property in said 
 District, 
 
To prevent waste of water or diminution of the water supply in the District, 
 
To prevent exportation of water from the District, and 
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To obtain, retain, and reclaim drainage, storm, flood, and other waters for beneficial use in the District (San 
Bernardino County Flood Control District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 

The District is divided into six zones, or subdivisions. Each has its own independent interests, responsibilities, and financing, 
yet cooperates with the other zones and participates with them in shared projects. Zones 1, 2, and 3 consist of the western, 
central, and eastern San Bernardino Valley. Zones 4, 5, and 6 constitute the Mojave Desert areas of the county, as well as 
the portions of the mountain watersheds that drain northward and eastward to the desert (San Bernardino Flood Control 
District 2010; State of California 1939). 
 
Upon formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939, a period of water conservation and flood control 
improvement projects that were focused primarily on the San Bernardino Valley lasted almost two decades. In 1949, San 
Bernardino County began purchasing imported water from the Colorado River, ending the total dependency on rainfall and 
stored local water. By the middle of the 1950s, much of the construction activity that had been centered on the San 
Bernardino Valley was beginning to shift to the Mojave Desert portion of the county, mostly along the Mojave River channel in 
the vicinities of Barstow and Victorville. From the beginning, the District has cooperated with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Major projects, such as Prado Dam (1941), the Lytle-Cajon flood channel and levees 
(1948), the Santa Ana River levees through Riverside (1950), San Antonio Dam (1956), the Mill Creek Levees (1960), and 
Seven Oaks Dam (2000) have been carried out by the Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with all three county flood control 
agencies (San Bernardino, Riverside, and Orange). In the San Bernardino Valley and surrounding areas, the San Bernardino 
Flood Control District has completed hundreds of smaller-scale undertakings, including stream channelizations, levees, small 
dams and debris basins, and spreading grounds for artificial groundwater recharge (San Bernardino County Flood Control 
District 2010; Scott 1977). 
 
Evaluation. Water conservation projects were at the center of agricultural growth and town-building in the San Bernardino 
Valley from the early 1880s, stimulating the creation of many cooperative irrigation districts. In the late 19th and early 20th 
centuries, efforts to control flooding were sporadic, and were carried out primarily by county road crews, often in cooperation 
with cities, railroads, and, during the Great Depression, with government work programs like the State Emergency Relief 
Administration (SERA), the Civil Works Administration (CWA), and its successor, the Works Progress Administration (WPA). 
In spite of decades of effort by legislators to create a central agency specifically to address flood control, none existed until 
after the deluge of 1938. The formation of the San Bernardino County Flood Control District in 1939 initiated a period of 
unprecedented activity in water conservation and flood control construction that was concentrated on the San Bernardino 
Valley. By the mid-1950s, the high desert area of San Bernardino County, primarily the Mojave River channel in the Victorville 
and Barstow areas, was the focus of increasing flood control improvements. 
 
Although water conservation and storm water protection projects had been carried out by the county and other agencies since 
the late 1800s, activities greatly increased, particularly in flood control, when the San Bernardino County Flood Control District 
was created in 1939. The period of significance for water conservation and flood control facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin 
could, therefore, be defined as beginning in 1939, when the agency was formed, and lasting through the 1940s and 1950s, 
during which the construction of improvements was centered in the San Bernardino Valley. However, the District continued to 
build facilities in the valley beyond 1960, and continues making new dams, basins, and spreading grounds there to the 
present day. The National Park Service, which oversees the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), addresses the 
issue of periods of significance that began historically, but do not have a well-defined closing date, as follows: 
 

Fifty years ago is used as the closing date for periods of significance where activities begun historically continued to 
Have importance and no more specific date can be defined to end the historic period. (Events and activities 
occurring within the last 50 years must be exceptionally important to be recognized as “historic” and to justify 
 extending a period of significance beyond the limit of 50 years ago) (National Park Service 1991:42). 

 
The California State Historical Resources Commission, which has established the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), differs slightly in its requirements from those of the NRHP. To justify extending the period of significance closer than 
50 years ago, and to consider a property for eligibility to the CRHR, it must be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to 
understand the property’s historic importance (Office of Historic Preservation n.d.). 
 
The period of significance for San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the Santa Ana River Basin is, 
therefore, 1939 to 1964.   
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No significant historic events are known to be associated with Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 (3-602-4A). The only “events” of 
potential significance are periodic flooding episodes. The final impetus for the formation of the San Bernardino County Flood 
Control District was the flood of 1938; however, the push to form a flood control district had been under way for several 
decades prior to that. The facilities in the San Bernardino Valley are largely the result of reactive improvements over the 
years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing water conservation needs. Therefore, none of the historic-
age flood control facilities, including Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 (3-602-4A), appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP 
under Criterion A, or the CRHR under Criterion 1. 
 
No significant historic individuals are known to be associated with Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 (3-602-4A). The facility was 
constructed by the San Bernardino County Flood Control District, a public agency not intimately associated with a single 
individual or individuals of historic interest or significance. Therefore, Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 (3-602-4A) does not appear 
to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion B, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
The San Bernardino County Flood Control District facilities in the San Bernardino Valley represent a patchwork of 
construction types, periods, materials, and methods of construction. They do not represent a single master-planned effort, 
and are largely the result of reactive improvements over the years, made following periodic floods or in response to increasing 
water conservation needs. They do not represent the work of a master planner, architect, or engineer, and they do not have 
any distinguishing design, engineering, or construction characteristics. Therefore, Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 (3-602-4A) does 
not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C, or the CRHR under Criterion 2. 
 
Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 (3-602-4A) has been found to lack historic or engineering significance. It is considered to have 
been adequately documented, and it is unlikely that it could yield additional information important in history. Therefore, it does 
not appear to qualify as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion D, or the CRHR under Criterion 4. 
 
Although it lacks historic or engineering significance, Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 (3-602-4A) does not appear to have 
undergone any major modifications since it was built between the 1940s and early 1960s. However, late 20th and early 21st 
century residential developments have encroached on all sides, compromising the facility’s integrity of setting. 
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Wilson Creek Basin No. 1, concrete inlet. View to northeast from west levee, 7/1/2014. 

 
Wilson Creek Basin No. 1, slot and rectangular opening in south inlet wall. View to south, 7/1/2014. 
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Wilson Creek Basin No. 1, outflow riser and staff gage in west levee. View to west-southwest 7/1/2014. 

 
                        Wilson Creek Basin No. 1, outflow riser in west levee; south levee in background.  
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APPENDIX F    Native American Heritage Commission Correspondence 



 

215 North 5th Street  Rocklin 
Redlands, California 92374  San Francisco 
Phone: (909) 307-0046  Redlands 
Fax: (909) 307-0056  Santa Ana  
www.ecorpconsulting.com                                                                San Diego 
 
 

September 2, 2014 
 (2014-085) 

 

Ms. Katy Sanchez 
1550 Harbor Boulevard 
Suite 100 
West Sacramento, CA 95691  
Phone: (916) 373-3710 
 
VIA EMAIL  katy.sanchez@nahc.ca.gov 
 
 

Subject: Cultural Resources Survey for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project 
near the  Foothills of the San Gabriel and San Bernardino Mountains,  
Rancho Cucamonga to Yucaipa, San Bernardino County, California  

 

Dear Ms. Sanchez: 
 

We are requesting on behalf of our client that a review of the Sacred Lands File be conducted 
for a for the First Line of Defense (FLOD) Project, located along the foothills of the San Gabriel 
and San Bernardino mountains between the cities of  Ranch Cucamonga and Yucaipa, San 
Bernardino County.  The San Bernardino County Flood Control District (District) is responsible 
for the annual routine maintenance of all County owned and operated flood control basins. The 
District intends to provide maintenance in its First Line of Defense (FLOD) priority flood control 
facilities in advance of the 2014-2015 rain season. The purpose of the FLOD Maintenance 
Project (Project) is to conduct maintenance at 42 flood control facilities (dams, basins, and 
spreading grounds) so that the flood control facilities will continue to provide the level of flood 
protection and water conservation for which they were designed (see Table 1 below). An 
additional objective is to prevent damage to public and private property and to protect other 
District facilities.  The 42 facilities that are included in the current project are arranged in three 
zones. Zone 1 extends from San Antonio Heights in the west to north Fontana in the east. Zone 
2 reaches from north San Bernardino, near the mouth of Devil Canyon, eastward to the mouth 
of Sand Canyon. Zone 3 spans the area from Highland in the west to Wildwood Canyon, north 
of Yucaipa, in the east (see attached maps).  
 
Zone 1 is a 275-square-mile area in the western portion of the San Bernardino valley extending 
from Beech Avenue in Fontana west to the Los Angeles/San Bernardino County boundary, south 
of the San Gabriel mountains. Included in the zone are the incorporated cities of Chino, Chino 
Hills, Fontana, Montclair, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, and Upland and the unincorporated 
community of Etiwanda. Twelve Project facilities are located in Zone 1. 
 
Zone 2 is located in the central area of the San Bernardino Valley, east of Zone 1. It is a 318-
square-mile area mostly affected by the Santa Ana River and City Creek. Zone 2 includes 
portions of the cities of Colton, Fontana, Grand Terrace, Highland, Loma Linda, Redlands, 
Rialto, and San Bernardino and the unincorporated communities of Bloomington, Del Rosa, 
Devore, and Muscoy. Twelve Project facilities are located in Zone 2. 
 
Zone 3 is a 366-square-mile area located on the east end of the San Bernardino Valley, east of 
Zone 2. Zone 3 includes portions of the cities of Highland, Loma Linda, Redlands, San 
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Bernardino, and Yucaipa and the unincorporated community of Mentone. Eleven Project 
facilities are located in Zone 3. 
 
As shown on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute San Bernardino North (1967 
photorevised 1988), Harrison Mountain (1974), Mount Baldy (1966 photorevised 1988), 
Cucamonga Peak (1996), Redlands (1967 photorevised 1988), Yucaipa (1974), and Devore 
(1966 photorevised 1988) California topographic quadrangle maps, the Project APE is located: 
within the Cucamonga Land Grant; Muscupiabe Land Grant; Sections 19 and 28 of Township 1 
North, Range 3 West; Section 13 of Township 1 North, Range 4 West; Sections 8, 17, 18, 19, 
21 and 23 of Township 1 North, Range 6 West; Sections 13, 14, 19, 20, 23, and 24 of Township 
1 North, Range 7 West; Sections 30 and 31 of Township 1 South, Range 1 West; Sections 6 and 
36 of Township 1 South, Range 2 West and Sections 7 and 8 of Township 2 South, Range 1 
West of the San Bernardino Base and Meridian (see Table 1 below for individual facility 
locations). 
 
Table 1. Flood Control Facilities by Zone 
Facility Name Quad Section Information Acres 

Brush Canyon Basin San Bernardino North 

MUSCUPIABE LAND GRANT, 
S.10 T.01N R.04W, S.15 T.01N 
R.04W 7.763969898 

Cook Canyon Basin Harrison Mountain 
S.27 T.01N R.03W, S.34 T.01N 
R.03W 3.520590067 

Cucamonga Dam Mount Baldy CUCAMONGA LAND GRANT 89.88990021 
Daley Basin Harrison Mountain S.13 T.01N R.04W 15.36320019 

Day Creek Dam Cucamonga Peak 
S.17 T.01N R.06W, S.18 T.01N 
R.06W, S.8 T.01N R.06W 91.25350189 

Day Creek Spreading Grounds 
Basin A Cucamonga Peak 

S.19 T.01N R.06W, S.24 T.01N 
R.07W 5.303549767 

Day Creek Spreading Grounds 
Basin B Cucamonga Peak S.19 T.01N R.06W 8.397339821 
Day Creek Spreading Grounds 
Basin C Cucamonga Peak S.19 T.01N R.06W 6.997839928 
Day Creek Spreading Grounds 
Basin D Cucamonga Peak S.19 T.01N R.06W 5.410830021 
Day Creek Spreading Grounds 
Basin E Cucamonga Peak S.19 T.01N R.06W 6.149690151 
Deer Creek Debris Basin Cucamonga Peak S.13 T.01N R.07W 62.12080002 
Demens Basin #1 Cucamonga Peak CUCAMONGA LAND GRANT 15.41819954 
Devil Basin #2 San Bernardino North MUSCUPIABE LAND GRANT 16.24060059 
Devil Basin #3 San Bernardino North MUSCUPIABE LAND GRANT 12.92179966 
Devil Canyon Dam (Basin #1) San Bernardino North MUSCUPIABE LAND GRANT 23.84910011 
Dynamite Basin Harrison Mountain S.28 T.01N R.03W 3.550960064 
Etiwanda Debris Basin Cucamonga Peak S.21 T.01N R.06W 129.2409973 
Harrison Basin San Bernardino North MUSCUPIABE LAND GRANT 9.488759995 

Hillside Basin Cucamonga Peak 
S.14 T.01N R.07W, S.23 T.01N 
R.07W 29.83580017 

Little Mountain Dam San Bernardino North MUSCUPIABE LAND GRANT 49.33879852 
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Little Sand Canyon Basin Harrison Mountain 
MUSCUPIABE LAND GRANT, 
S.19 T.01N R.03W 16.15880013 

MacQuiddy Basin #4 (#1-4 
combined) San Bernardino North MUSCUPIABE LAND GRANT 10.28190041 
Oak Creek Basin Redlands S.6 T.01S R.02W 5.76101017 

Oak Glen Creek Basin #1 Yucaipa 
S.31 T.01S R.01W, S.36 T.01S 
R.02W 3.726860046 

Oak Glen Creek Basin #2 Yucaipa S.31 T.01S R.01W 9.738409996 
Oak Glen Creek Basin #3 Yucaipa S.31 T.01S R.01W 11.33049965 
Rich Basin Devore S.23 T.01N R.06W 35.12020111 
San Antonio Heights Basin Mount Baldy CUCAMONGA LAND GRANT 1.592720032 
San Antonio Heights Basin #1 Mount Baldy CUCAMONGA LAND GRANT 5.097539902 
San Antonio Heights Basin #2 Mount Baldy CUCAMONGA LAND GRANT 2.320960045 
San Antonio Heights Basin #3 Mount Baldy CUCAMONGA LAND GRANT 2.18343997 
San Antonio Heights Basin #4 Mount Baldy CUCAMONGA LAND GRANT 1.43058002 

San Antonio Heights Basin #5 Mount Baldy 
CUCAMONGA LAND GRANT, 
S.19 T.01N R.07W 10.41580009 

San Antonio Heights Basin #6 Mount Baldy 
CUCAMONGA LAND GRANT, 
S.20 T.01N R.07W 7.784379959 

Sand Canyon Basin Harrison Mountain S.19 T.01N R.03W 2.979370117 
Small Canyon Dam Harrison Mountain S.28 T.01N R.03W 6.925879955 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds San Bernardino North MUSCUPIABE LAND GRANT 179.8450012 
Wiggins Basin #1 San Bernardino North MUSCUPIABE LAND GRANT 39.95249939 
Wildwood Basins Yucaipa S.7 T.02S R.01W 9.941129684 
Wildwood Basins Yucaipa S.7 T.02S R.01W 11.96710014 

Wildwood Basins Yucaipa 
S.7 T.02S R.01W, S.8 T.02S 
R.01W 5.181260109 

Wilson Creek Basin #1 Yucaipa S.30 T.01S R.01W 6.950900078 
 
Zone 1 APE Areas 
 
Day Creek Dam and Day Creek Spreading Grounds Basins (A-E) APE. Day Canyon and 
contains the Day Creek Dam and Day Creek spreading grounds. Both the dam and spreading 
grounds are flood control features built to help reduce damage from seasonal flooding along 
Day Creek.  Day Creek runs approximately 4 miles south-southeast through Day Canyon from 
its source near Cucamonga Peak to the Day Canyon Wash at the foot of the San Gabriel 
mountains. The Day Creek Dam Area is located at the lower end of Day Canyon, where Day 
Creek exits the mountains.  The Day Creek Spreading Grounds are located on the alluvial fan 
associated with the Day Canyon Wash, approximately 1 mile southwest of the Day Creek Dam. 
 
San Antonio Heights Basin APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin APE is located at the 
mouth of an unnamed drainage channel in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. The basin is 
situated approximately 250 feet north of N. Euclid Avenue and 248 feet west of West 26th Street 
in the Community of San Antonio Heights.   
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San Antonio Heights Basin No. 1 APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 1 APE is located 
at the mouth of Frankish Canyon in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. The basin is situated 
adjacent to the northern edge of West 26th Street and approximately 182 feet east of Holly 
Drive, in the Community of San Antonio Heights.   
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 2 APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 2 APE is located 
at the mouth of an unnamed drainage channel in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. The basin 
is situated adjacent to the northern edge of West 26th Street and approximately 0.22 mile east 
of Holly Drive, in the Community of San Antonio Heights.   
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 3 APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 3 APE is located 
at the mouth of an unnamed drainage channel in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. The basin 
is situated north the intersection of West 26th Street and Arctic Drive, in the Community of San 
Antonio Heights.   
 
San Antonio Heights Basin No. 4 APE.  The San Antonio Heights Basin No. 4 APE is located 
at the mouth of an unnamed drainage channel in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. The basin 
is situated 715 feet east the intersection of West 26th Street and Arctic Drive, in the Community 
of San Antonio Heights.   
 
San Antonio Heights Basins No. 5 and 6 APEs.  San Antonio Heights Basins No. 35 and No. 
6 have contiguous APE boundaries. The two interlocking APE areas are located at the mouths of 
two nearby unnamed drainage channels in the foothills south of Frankish Peak. Basin No. 5 is at 
the mouth of the western drainage channel and Basin No. 6 is at the mouth of the eastern 
drainage channel.  The APEs are situated adjacent to the northern edge of West 26th Street 
north of its intersection with Belleview Road, in the Community of San Antonio Heights.   
 
Cucamonga Dam APE.  The Cucamonga Dam APE is located at the mouth of Cucamonga 
Canyon.  Cucamonga Canyon drains water from a saddle between Bighorn Peak and 
Cucamonga Peak, located approximately 6.5 miles to the northeast.  The Cucamonga Dam APE 
is located between the Communities of San Antonio Heights to the west and Cucamonga to the 
east. The APE area is situated approximately 0.54 mile north East 19th Street, 0.14 mile east of 
North Campus Drive, and 250 feet west of Turquoise Avenue.   
 
Demens Basin No. 1 APE.  The Demens Basin No. 1 APE is located at the drainage 
convergence of Angalls Canyon, Thorpe Canyon, and Demens Canyon.  These three canyons 
drain water from an unnamed ridgeline located approximately 0.96 mile to the north of the APE.  
The Demens Basin No. 1 APE is located in the northern part of Rancho Cucamonga, 758 feet 
west of Amethyst Avenue, 693 feet north of Hillside Drive, and 0.2 mile east of Beryl Street.   
 
Deer Creek Debris Basin APE.  The Deer Creek Debris Basin APE is located at the mouth of 
Deer Canyon.  Deer Canyon drains water from Cucamonga Peak located approximately 3.25 
miles to the north-northwest of the APE.  The Deer Creek Debris Basin APE is located in the San 
Bernardino National Forest, north of Rancho Cucamonga. The APE area is situated 
approximately 700 feet east of an unpaved northern extension of Haven Avenue and 0.38 mile 
north of Tackstem Street.  .   
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Hillside Basin APE. The Hillside Basin APE is located at the mouth of an unnamed drainage 
channel in the foothills south of Cucamonga Peak that drains water from an unnamed ridgeline 
approximately 1.58 mile north of the APE. The basin is situated adjacent to the east side of 
Haven Avenue, 212 feet north of Almond Street, north of Rancho Cucamonga.   
 
Etiwanda Debris Basin APE. The Etiwanda Debris Basin APE is located at along East 
Etiwanda Creek, approximately 1mile southeast of the mouth of East Etiwanda Canyon.  East 
Etiwanda Creek flows south from an area near San Sevaine Flats, 3.49 miles north of the APE. 
The APE is situated 0.3 mile south of Decliff Drive, 0.26 mile west of Wardman Bullock Road, 
0.5 mile east of Etiwanda Boulevard, and 0.5 mile north of Banyan Street.  
 
Rich Basin APE.  The Rich Basin APE is located in a developed section of the City of Fontana. 
Rich Basin is fed by a diversion canal that runs for 2.59 miles southwest from Lytle creek.  Rich 
Basin is surrounded by housing developments on all sides and is situated 0.21 miles east of 
Cherry Avenue, 0.23 miles south of Duncan Canyon Road, and 0.18 miles northwest of 
Interstate 15.  
 
Zone 2 APE Areas 
 
Devil Canyon Dam, Devil Basin No. 2, and No. 3 APEs.  The Devil Canyon Dam, Devil 
Canyon Basin No. 2, and Devil Basin No. 3 APE Areas are tightly grouped areas located 0.73 
mile south of the mouth of Devil Canyon in the City of San Bernardino.  Devil Basin No. 2 and 
No. 3 are contiguous and the Devil Canyon Dam is located just 263 feet south of the two 
basins. Devil Canyon drains water from an unnamed area near Jobs Peak. These three APE 
areas are situated 0.28 mile southeast of North Pine Drive, 0.3 mile north of Campus Parkway, 
and 160 feet west of Devils Canyon Road.   
 
Wiggins Basin No. 1 APE. The Wiggins Basin No. 1 APE area is located 0.2 mile south of the 
Devil Canyon Dam, approximately 1.33 miles south of the mouth of Devil Canyon.  
 
Little Mountain Dam APE. The Little Mountain Dam APE is located in a developed section of 
the City of San Bernardino. Little Mountain Dam is fed by a diversion canal that runs for 1.94 
miles east-southeast from University Parkway. The drainage canal may be partially underground 
north of University Parkway.  Little Mountain Dam is surrounded by housing developments on 
three sides and is situated adjacent to the south side of East 40th Street, adjacent to the north 
side of north E Street, and 300 feet east of North H Street.  
 
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 APE. MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 is located in a developed section of the 
City of San Bernardino. This basin has no obvious drainage channels or canals leading to it.  
MacQuiddy Basin No. 4 is situated between North Mayfield Avenue to the north, West 58th 
Street to the north, North Electric Avenue to the east, and is 741 feet north of West Northpark 
Boulevard.  
 
Brush Canyon Basin APE. The Brush Canyon Basin is located in a partially developed area 
within the City of San Bernardino.  This basin is located at the mouth of an unnamed drainage 
channel that drains south from an unnamed ridge in the San Bernardino Mountains. The basin 
is situated between North Mountain View Avenue in the west, South Sepulveda Avenue in the 
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east, and the mountain foothills to the north.  West 54th Street is located 378 feet to the south 
of the APE.  
 
Twin Creek Spreading Grounds APE. The Twin Creek Spreading Grounds APE is a located 
approximately 0.8 mile south of the mouths of both Waterman Canyon and East Twin Creek.  
These two canyons drain water approximately 4.5 miles south from a ridge south of the 
Community of Crestline. The APE is situated adjacent to East 40th Street to the north, Harrison 
Street North to the east, North Valencia Avenue 0.17 mile to the west, and East 30th Street 0.21 
mile to the south.   
 
Harrison Basin APE. The Harrison Basin APE is a located at the mouth of an unnamed canyon 
that drains water approximately 1.47 miles southwest from an unnamed ridge in the foothills 
south of the San Bernardino Mountains. Harrison Basin is just 670 feet northeast of the Twin 
Creek Spreading Grounds APE.  The APE is situated adjacent to Harrison Canyon Road North to 
the west, East 40th Street North to the south, and Golden Avenue to the east.   
 
Daley Basin APE.  The Daley Basin APE is located at the mouth of Borea Canyon, which drains 
water approximately 1.3 miles southwest from an unnamed ridge in the foothills south of the 
San Bernardino Mountains. This basin is situated approximately 0.5 mile north of Foothill 
Boulevard, and 0.34 mile northeast of North Del Rosa Avenue, and 263 feet east of Daley 
Canyon Road.   
 
Little Sand Canyon Basin APE. The Little Sand Canyon Basin APE is located at the mouth of 
Little Sand Canyon, which drains water 2.16 miles south from an unnamed ridge in the foothills 
south of the San Bernardino Mountains. The APE is situated adjacent to Foothill Drive in the 
south, and North Manzanita Drive in east.  
 
Sand Canyon Basin APE. The Sand Canyon Basin APE is located at the mouth of Sand 
Canyon, which drains water 3.15 miles southwest from an unnamed ridge in the San Bernardino 
Mountains. This APE area is located just north of Piedmont Drive and 0.31 mile east of Willow 
Drive, just west of the San Manuel Indian Reservation.    
 
Zone 3 APE Areas 
 
Small Canyon Dam APE. The Small Canyon Dam APE is located at the mouth of an unnamed 
canyon that drains water approximately 1.7 miles south from a ridge near McKinley Mountain. 
The Small Canyon Dam APE is situated approximately 0.44 mile west Highway 330 and 0.15 
mile northwest of North Seine Avenue.  
 
Dynamite Basin APE. The Dynamite Basin APE Area is located in the foothills of the San 
Bernardino Mountains north of the City of Highland.  This basin appears to collect overflow from 
the Small Canyon Dam located 0.32 mile northwest.  Dynamite Basin is situated adjacent to 
Highway 330 in the west and 92 feet northeast of North Seine Ave.   
 
Cook Canyon Basin APE. The Cook Canyon Basin APE is located at the mouth of Cook 
Canyon, which drains water 1.8 miles south-southwest from Harrison Mountain. This basin is 
situated north of East Highland 358 feet west of Emmerton Lane and 60 feet north of Arroyo 
Vista Drive.  
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Oak Creek Basin APE. The Oak Creek Basin APE is located at the mouth of Oak Creek, which 
drains water approximately 2.45 miles southwest from an unnamed ridgeline in the San 
Bernardino Mountains. This basin is situated just northeast of a developed area approximately 
0.1 mile east of McLean Street and 300 feet north of La Cresta Street.  
 
Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 APE. The Wilson Creek Basin No. 1 APE is the easternmost flood 
control basin in a contiguous series of four basins, the western three of which are not part of 
the current study.  These basins are located along Wilson Creek, approximately 2 miles 
southwest of its exit from the San Bernardino Mountains. Wilson Creek Basin is located in a 
developed area of Yucaipa, 430 feet north of Oak Glen Road, adjacent to Fremont Street in the 
east, and 0.4 mile west of Bryant Street.   
 
Oak Glen Basins No. 1, 2  and 3 APEs.  The Oak Glen Basin Numbers 1, 2, and 3 have 
contiguous APE boundaries. These three APE areas are located along Oak Glen Creek, 
approximately 4 miles west of the point that it exits the mountains. The APEs are situated in a 
developed part of the City of Yucaipa, adjacent to Bryant Street to the west, 0.15 mile south of 
Oak Glen Road, and 225 feet north of Panorama Drive.   
 
Wildwood Basins A, B, and C APEs. The Wildwood Basin Numbers 1, 2, and 3 have 
contiguous APE boundaries. These three APE areas are located 0.75 mile west of the mouth of 
Wildwood Canyon and likely collect drainage from that canyon. The APEs are situated in a 
developed part of the City of Yucaipa, adjacent to the south side of Wildwood Canyon Road, 
433 feet northwest of Serape Drive, and 928 feet north east of Avenue G.  
 
Please email the results of this search to me at wblumel@ecorpconsulting.com. They can also 
be faxed to my attention at (909) 307-0056. For correspondence, please reference 2014-085. 
If you have any questions regarding this request, please do not hesitate to contact me at (909) 
307-0046 or via the email listed above. Thank you for your assistance with this project. 

 

Please note that more detailed location maps are available upon request.  These 
detailed maps comprise approximately 50 pages and are not included with this 
letter. Please let me know if you would like copies. 
 
Sincerely, 
ECORP Consulting, Inc. 
 
Wendy Blumel 
Staff Archaeologist 
 

 
 
Attachment: Location maps by zone 
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