Chapter 3K. Environmental Setting, |mpacts, and Mitigation
Measures - Cultural Resources

This chapter addresses potential impacts of the aternatives on culturd resourcesin Mono Basin
and Upper Owens River basin. Impacts are generdly in the relm of potentia disturbance to culturd
resource Stes from channd erosion, recreationd activity, and restoration activities aong the diverted
streams and Owens River. Few effectswould result from establishing higher or lower lake levels because
no Sites are expected to be present on the rdlicted lands.

As described below, some diminishment in the use of the lake's food resources by Native
Americans may have occurred during the diversion period, but choice of an dternative would little affect
future resource utilization as long as resources of Native American importance are avoided during
restoration activities.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

Background Research

A record search was conducted at the Eastern Information Center of the CdiforniaArchaeologica
Inventory, University of California, Riverside, to determine the types and locations of known cultural
resources within the areas of concern. Primary and secondary archeologica, ethnographic, and historical
sources were consulted for information pertaining to the areas of concern, including:

# the Naiond Register of Historic Places,
# CdiforniaHigoricd Landmarks, and
# Cdifornialnventory of Historical Resources.

Literature congdered in this processis cited in the following discussons.  Informationon the Mono Lake
Paluteispresented by Davis(1959, 1961, 1965, 1962, 1963, 1964), Curtis(1926), Kroeber (1925), and
Merriam (1955, 1966:Part 1). Primary accounts of the Owens Vdley Paiute are contained in Steward
(1929, 1933, 1934, 1936, 19384, 1938b). Additiona information can befound in Davis (1961), Driver
(1937), Kroeber (1925, 1939, 1959), and Merriam (1955).
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Contacts with Knowledgeable Individuals

Severad individual s possessing knowledge about the areas of concern were contacted by SWRCB
consultants for information about cultural resources within the areas of concern. Theseindividuasindude
Scott Stine, who has extensve geologica field experience in Mono Basin; Wally Woolfenden, USFS
digtrict archeologist currently working in the area; and Nancy Upham, former coordinator for the USFS
Mono Basin Scenic Area. Interviewswith Native Americanson filewith the Mono Lake Committee were
a0 reviewed for pertinent information.

Field Methods

Based on site types and locationd information obtained from the record search, severa steswere
selected for fied vistsby SWRCB consultants. Siteswere selected based on their location, type, potentia
for impact, and accessbility. During the limited field reconnaissance, 15 previoudy recorded Stes were
revisted. This reconnaissance was designed to:

# ascertain what types of resources have been recorded in the different physiographic regions
within the areg,

# genedly assessthe accuracy of existing resource data,
# evauate the generd condition of selected recorded resources,
# determine the potentia for impacts on cultura resources from the project dternatives, and

# assess sengtivity for unknown resources within unsurveyed portions of the areas of concern.
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LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND TERMINOLOGY

Applicable Laws and Regulations

Applicable laws and regulations for dedling with historica properties are outlined in Appendix K
of CEQA. Animpact is congdered sgnificant if a project may cause damage to an important cultura
resource. A cultura resource is considered important if it:

# is associated with an event or person of recognized significance in Caifornia or American
history or recognized scientific importance in prehistory;

# can provide information that is both of demongrable public interest and useful in addressing
scientifically consequentid and reasonable or archeologica research questions,

# has a specid or particular quaity such as oldest, best example, largest, or last surviving
example

# isa least 100 years old and possesses substantid dratigraphic integrity; or

# involvesimportant research questionsthat historica research has shown can be answered only
with archeologica methods.

Under CEQA, public agencies should seek to avoid or mitigate impacts on sgnificant culturd
resources.

Also applicable are Section 7052 of the Hedlth and Safety Code and Section 5097 of the Public
Resources Code, which provide for the protection of Native American remains and identify specia
procedures to be followed when Native American buridsarefound. When remainsarefound, the Native
AmericanHeritage Commission (NAHC) and the county coroner must be notified. The NAHC provides
guidance concerning the most likely Native American descendant and trestment of human remains and
associated artifacts.

Definition of Key Terms

Culturd resources is a term used here to include prehistorical, historica, and architectural
resources. Archeologica stesarelocationswhere past activities occurred and are marked by surface and
subsurface cultura remains. Historicd archeologica sites date from the advent of written records.
Higoricd stesin Cdiforniagenerdly date from the late 1700s to the first part of the 20th century and are
primarily the result of Euroamerican activities. In Cdifornia, prehistorical stes date from severd thousand
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yearsago to thelate 1700s and arethe result of Native American activities. Ethnohistorica Stesdatefrom
the period of contact between the Native Americans and Euroamericans and usudly date from the late
1700s to the late 1900s or early 20th century.

Architecturd properties are defined as standing structures or buildings. In the areas of concern,
most standing structures are the result of Euroamerican occupation of the area, but some historical
aborigind wickiups (historica winter houses) may aso be present.

PREDIVERSION CONDITIONS

Overview

During prehigtorica times, sreams and springs in Mono Basin provided an ample supply of fresh
water; riparian corridors, meadows, and marshes contained diverse species of vegeta foods, and game
and fowl were plentiful. Sources of obsidian, an important resource for hunting, could be found a Mono
Cratersandinthe Bodie area. At certain times of the year, the shores of Mono Lake produced abundant
accumulaions of dkdi fly larvae Ephydra hians), rich in protein and prized by the native people.
Together, these factors made Mono Basin an attractive location for Native American settlement and use.

The Owens River basin, like Mono Basin, supported awide range of floraand faunathat could be
exploited by Native Americans. Standsof Jeffrey pine provided nutsand Pandoramoth larvae (Coloradia
pandoralindseyi), bothimportant food sources. Wetlands and marsh areas contributed vegetal resources
and supported many important species of game and fowl, and the Owens River contained four species of
native fish. Obsidian could be found lessthan 10 milesaway from the Upper OwensRiver a Mono Glass
Mountain and Casa Diablo obsidian quarries.

Duringthelatter haf of the 19th century, Native American use of Mono Basinwaslargely replaced
by ranching, agriculture, mining, logging and milling, and homesteading. By the turn of the century, Native
American lifeways had largely been supplanted by Euroamerican culture.

During the 1930s, LADWP constructed the water export system on Mono Basin, possibly
disurbing archeologicd dtes or inundating them a Grant Lake and Lake Crowley reservoirs as the
diversons began in 1940.

Because of its lack of mineral resources and remote location, the Upper Owens River area
experienced less intengve Eurcamerican settlement than did Mono Basin. As areault, traditional Native
Americanactivities, such as pine nut harvesting and Pandoramoth larvae collection, perssted well into the
20th century. As prime land to the north and south was appropriated, the Upper Owens River area
became more attractive and severa ranches were established.

Mono Basin EIR Ch 3K. Cultural Resources
559\CH3K 3K-4 May 1993



Ethnographic Background

Native American Groups

Before Euroamerican settlement, the Mono L ake Paiute occupied the Mono Basin area, and the
Owens River Paute lived primarily in the Lower Owens River area. To the west of the areas of concern
lived the centrd and southern Sierra Miwok and the SierraMonache. Both the OwensVdley Paiute and
the Mono Lake Paiute are classed as subgroups of the larger linguistic family of Numic-spesking Northern
Paiute. The boundary between the two groups has traditionaly been drawn near the headwaters of the
Owens River, dthough territorid margins for the Northern Paiute were quite fluid (Hall 1983). Thelands
between the Owens Vdley Paiute and Mono Lake Paiute have been considered a shared-use area
(Liljehlad and Fowler 1986). Intermarriage was common among the different Paiute groups and between
the Paiute and other groups living nearby.

Paiute Lifestyles

Although the OwensVdley and Mono Lake Palute shared linguistic smilarities, Bettinger (19824,
1982b, ascitedinHall 1983) hasoutlined differencesbetween their adaptive strategies, settlement patterns,
and organizationd structure. The Mono Lake Paiute practiced what has been termed a "desert culture
grategy”, which depended on flexibility of movement for most of the season, with groups congregating only
during winter. The family isthe primary settlement unit associated with this type of economic strategy.

The OwensVdley Pautediffered from the M ono Lake Paiutein that they practiced adesert village
drategy, with severa extended families occupying villages year round. These villages operated as bases
from which subsistence activities were undertaken. Small specid-use camps were often set up a the
location of hunting and gathering activities (Bettinger 1982a, 1982Db, as cited in Hall 1983). In addition,
large plots of land on the floor of Owens Valley were irrigated and two wild crops, hyacinth corms and
yellow nut-grass, were cultivated (Hall 1983, Steward 1933).

During spring and early summer, the Mono Lake Paiute lived aong streams draining the Sierra
Nevada. Therethey gathered seeds, berries, bulbs, and grasses, and hunted for game. The Mono Lake
and Owens Valley Paiute hunted antelope, asindicated by the remains of extensve game-drive fencesin
Mono Basin and to the south (Steward 1933).

When summer came, thelr attention turned to the collection of insects. Alkdi fly larvae didodged
by wind-driven waves frequently formed extensive windrows around portions of the shore of Mono Lake
(see Chapter 3E, "Aquatic Productivity™), providing arich source of protein to the Mono Lake Paiute.
Theseinsect resources were so important to the Mono Lake Paiute that they called themselves Kuzedika,
or "fly lavee eters'.
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Another mgjor food source for both groups was Pandoramoth larvae, which were available every
other summer and collected from stands of Jeffrey pine (Davis 1965, Fletcher 1987, Liljeblad and Fowler
1986, Steward 1933, Weaver and Basgall 1986). In midsummer, both groups traveled from their core
occupation areas to an areathey shared in Long Vdley to collect the moth larvae. Both groups aso had
access to fishing, seeds, and game present in the Upper Owens River area. In fdl, both groups collected
pine nuts.

External Relationships

Boththe Mono Lake and Owens Vdley Paiutes had extengve interaction with other ethnographic
groups. Specifically, the Monache, Sierra Miwok, Washo, and Tubutulabal often ventured into the area
ontrading expeditions or for socia gatherings (d'/Azevedo 1986, Fletcher 1987, Hall 1983, Spier 1978).
Travel wasdso anintegra part of Paiutelife. They ventured frequently over the crest of the Sierrato trade
for acorns, manzanita berries, shell beads, bear skins, arrows, baskets, and black and yelow paints. In
return, they brought pinenuts, dried caterpillars, kutsavi (brinefly larvag), sdt, obsidian, pumice, rabbit-skin
blankets, and sinew-backed bows (d'Azevedo 1986, Fletcher 1987, Spier 1978). Sofriendly werethese
trade relaions that when the pine nut crop on the eastern side of the Sierra was poor, the Mono Lake
Paiute wintered with the Sierra Miwok in Y osemite Valey (Davis 1965, Steward 1933).

The main route over the Serrafor the Mono Lake Paiute wasthe Mono Trail. Thistrail led from
the east up Bloody Canyon, over Mono Pass, and d ong the DanaFork of the Tuolumne River to Tuolumne
Meadows. Fromthere, it forked to the north and south (Davis 1965, FHetcher 1987). Another frequently
used trail was the Parker Passtrail just south of Mono Pass. To the south, the Mammoth Pass was used
to reach the San Joaquin drainage and the western dope of the Sierra (Davis 1965).

Although many trade items were carried back and forth over thesetrails, none were asimportant
to theregion'seconomic and socia structureasobsidian. Severa obsidian sources arelocated near Mono
Lake and within OwensVdley, and recent archeol ogica research hasfocused on questions concerning the
control of these sources and the poss ble rel ati onship between the control of obsidian sources and different
subs stence strategies practiced by the Owens Vdley and Mono Lake Paiute and groups to the west.

Effects of Contact

When Euroamerican settlers began entering Mono Basin, the Mono Lake Paiute tried to avoid
them, abandoning thewest and north shores of thelake. Eventudly, the settlers became too numerous and
resources too scarce for the Paiute to isolate themsdlves, and they were forced to become participantsin
the local Euroamerican economy. During the late 1800s and early 1900 the Mono Lake Paiute traded
goods with the settlers and worked as seasona |aborers on ranches and farms, on the Mono Mills-to-
Bodierailroad, and a the Mono Mill (Fletcher 1987).

Mono Basin EIR Ch 3K. Cultural Resources
559\CH3K 3K-6 May 1993



Evidence exigts that despite Euroamerican influences, traditiond cultura practices prevailed well
into the 20th century. For example, on the east Side of the lake, three wickiups have been found with
artifact assemblages dating from the 1880sto possibly aslate as 1920 (Arkush 1987). Arkush suggested
that the historical wickiup sitesevidenced atrend toward isol ation from the Euroamerican popul ation during
fdl and winter months. During this time, they engaged in traditionad subsstence activities and craft
production little affected by modern technology. This practice of seasond isolation and traditiona
subsistence activities may have helped the Paiutes preserve their native lifeways to a greater degree than
Native Americans esewhere in Cdifornia

Native American Life near the Beginning of Diversions

Important Areas. Native American occupation of Mono Basin continued into the 20th century.
Many Native Americanslived dong Rush Creek, especidly a ong thebottomlands(to near the prediversion
shordine, just below the current County Road crossing).  When LADWP purchased these lands in the
1930s, about 20 families established alarge settlement nearby (which was abandoned afew years later)
(Blaver pers. comm.). Not as many people lived on Lee Vining Creek, perhaps due to the more difficult
access to uplands (Hess and Andrews pers. comms.).

Some of the people il wintered in Warm Springs on the east Sde of Mono Lake wdll into the
1920s and 1930s (M cPherson pers. comm.).

All familiesin the basin used Mono Lakefor swvimming, bathing, and washing clothes. Mono Lake
water was an excellent detergent. The elders believed that Mono Lake water was a good panacean
medicine. Peopleusudly swam near Rush Creek wherefresh water wasavailablefor rinsing (Durant pers.
comm.).

Rush Creek. The Rush Creek area was consdered vauable by Native Americans because of
its lush vegetation and natural meadows, abundant water, and, after trout were introduced by
Euroamericans, good fishing. The children could be dlowed to roam al over the hills and meadows near
the creek. At the confluence of Rush and Walker Creeks above The Narrows, awaterfall was followed
by apool considered to be the habitat of "waterbabies', spiritswho at timeswere said to be heard crying.

Some people lived a The Narrows, but the pine nut grinding rocks and natura garden there were
maintained by the community (Blaver pers. comm.). A large bedrock areawith severa communa mortars
exised near the top of The Narrows where women pounded and ground acorns, pine nuts, and other
Seeds.

Downstream from The Narrows, on a plateau above Rush Creek, was an Indian camp with three
or four buildings. potatoes were grown on a big flat area below, but irrigation was unknown.
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Wildlife Food Resour ces. Deer and jackrabbits were hunted in upland habitats, and geese and
duckswere hunted around thelakein marshy areas. Duck or goosefeatherswere madeinto down pillows,
rabbit skinswere madeinto blankets, and the meat was esten (Hessand Andrewspers. comms.). Venison
was made into jerky, and fish from Grant Lake reservoir was dried. Older Euroamericans recall seeing
some of people haul water from the lake to the meadows where it was poured down ground squirrel holes
to drive out ground squirrels, another food source.

During the late Spring, men made willow rafts and sailed to the Mono Lakeidandsfor seegull eggs,
whichwere asource of food used by the elders (Durant pers. comm.). Captain John, thelast Mono Basin
Paiute chief, used to travel to Bodie to sl gull eggs (Hess and Andrews pers. comms.).

Fishery Resources. Rush Creek had good pools for fishing, and introduced trout were very
plentiful, ranging in length from 6 to 8 inches. Willows were usad for poles, string for line, and pins for
hooks. Insects, worms, and grasshoppers were used for bait. (Durant pers. comm.)

Fly Larvae. The earlier extensve use of the dkai fly larvae must have diminished subgtantialy
from the time of contact to the onset of diversons. By thistime, some Paiute people were till screening
sand for fly larvae near the mouth of Lee Vining Creek and making sandwiches with the larvae (Wood
pers. comm.).

Plant Resour ces. The people used digging sticksto gather edible plants, usudly rootsand bulbs,
such asthe Mariposalily. Other edible plants gathered were lambsguarter, clovers, wild rhubarb, cattail
roots, sunflower stalks, wild garlic, and mint aong the creek. Acorns and pine nuts were gathered in
neighboring areas and brought home to be made into a soup or gruel. (Durant pers. comm.)

The Mono Lake Paiutes used thewillowsthat grew nearby along Rush Creek asthe natural source
of materia for basket making. Some of their woven baskets were the finest made by Native Americans.
The women were cregtive and artistic, and many of the baskets were prize winners at the Y osemite Indian
Feld Days. (Durant pers. comm.).

Historical Background

Early Explorations

The first Euroamericans to venture into the areas of concern were probably fur trappers and
explorers, such as Jedediah S. Smith and Peter Ogdan, who cameto the areain the 1820s. Inthe 1830s
and 1840s, Joseph Reddeford Walker made severd tripsthroughthearea, andin 1852, thefirst systematic
survey of the area was undertaken by the U.S. Army, led by Lieutenant Tredwell Moore. During their
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exploration, they discovered gold on Lee Vining Creek. One of Moore's group, Leroy Vining, returned
and became the areas first settler (Fletcher 1987; U.S. Bureau of Land Management 1979).

Mining

The areawas only sparsdy inhabited until gold was discovered in Mono Basin and to the north
during the late 1850s. These discoveries caused "rushes' a severa locations, such as Aurora, Bodie,
Dogtown, and Monoville, resulting inthedmost immediate establishment of communitieswith congderable
populations. Later, mineswere developed west of Mono Lake on the eastern flank of the Sierra Nevada.

The development of mining was accompanied by the growth of the lumber industry because Bodie
and other mines in the area required large amounts of timber for their mines and fue wood for heeting
buildings. Inthe early mining years, severd mills on thewest side of the lake provided wood to the mines.
In 1880, the Bodie Railway and Lumber Company secured rights to 12,000 acres of Jeffrey pine forest
east of Mono Craters. A railroad was built dong the east shore of the lake, which extended 32 milesfrom
Bodie toasawmill built near thetimber. Both Chinese and Mono Lake Paiute worked on congtructing and
operating the railroad and the lumber mill.

Whenthe population of the mining communitiesswelled, farmersredized the profitability of catering
totheminers. Theresult wasan agricultural boomin Mono Basin. Asthe market for agricultura products
developed, irrigated acreages grew. Irrigation ditch systems were constructed, and by the 1880s and
1890s, about 4,000 acres within Mono Basin was under irrigation (Fletcher 1987).

Ranching

During the latter haf of the 1800s, grazing adso became an important economic pursuit in Mono
Basn (Chapter 3G, "Land Use"). In addition to the arearesdent's grazing activities, thousands of sheep
and cattle grazed in the area every year on their way to summer pasture in the Serra. By the 1880s, the
effects of overgrazing were gpparent, but grazing in the area was reduced with the passage of the Taylor
Grazing Act in 1934 (Hetcher 1987).

AsroadsfromtheLos Angelesareaand over Tioga Passwere constructed, improved, and paved,
the area was gradually opened to recreation. Recreationd use of the area has s0 increased that today it
is the region's primary economic base (Chapter 3J, "Recrestion Resources’).
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Archeological Resources

Little of the Mono Basin and Upper Owens River areas has been systematically surveyed for
cultura resources. Many of the prehistorica sitesthat have been recorded were found during unsystematic
surveys conducted many yearsago. Most stesrecords contain only minima data, and few of the Steshave
been revisited or rerecorded.

A generdized archeologicad sequence for the project vicinity, origindly defined by Bettinger
(19824), has been refined by severd subsequent surveys and excavations in Mono Basin and Owens
Vadley. Evidence of Native American occupancy from before 5500 B.P. isindicated by projectile point
assemblages of the Mohave Complex (pre-5500 B.P.). Artifacts of the Little Lake Period (5500-3200
B.P.), Newberry Period (3200-1400 B.P.), Haiwee Period (1400-700 B.P.), and Marana Period (700
B.P) can be distinguished. Evidence exigts of earlier occupation in Mono County, asindicated by fluted
points found at the Komodo Site (CA-MNO-617/679). It has been suggested that this site could push
back occupation in the region to 11,300 years B.P. (Infotech 1990).

Mono Basin

Archeologica datafor Mono Basin are limited. Davis conducted a genera survey of the Mono
Basnareaand excavated two rock sheltersat Hot Creek (Davis1964). Other survey and evauation work
has been conducted for highway improvement projects (Biorn 1983, Grantham and Jones 1990),
hydrodectric projects (Clay and Hall 1988; Crigt 1982; White 1985, 1988; York 1990), telephone
transmission lines (Macko 1988), private development (Burton 1984) and USFS projects (Faust 1986;
Reynolds 1985a, 1987; Sawyer 1988).

Asaresult of these surveys, gpproximately 50 sites have been recorded within areas of concern
in Mono Basin.  Sites of Native American origin include lithic scatters, limited-use temporary camps,
rockshelters, large habitation sites with middens, bedrock mortars, cremation Stes, remains of historica
aborigind wickiups, obsidian quarries and lithic workshop sites, and fly-larvae collection Sites.

Higtoricd stesinclude the remains of resdentid structures and ranching facilities, refuse deposits,
sheep camps, and theremains of recreationa facilities. Additiond historica Stesare probably aso present
inthearea, such astheremains of mining operations, milling activities; ranches, farms, domiciles, and sheep
and cattle grazing camps, components of the LADWP Mono Basin water export system and earlier water
diversonsystems; featuresand refuse deposits associ ated with the Bodie-Mono Mills Railroad; and refuse
depodits, features, and structures associated with early 20th-century hydroelectric devel opment.

Mono Basin EIR Ch 3K. Cultural Resources
559\CH3K 3K-10 May 1993



The former stes of Mono Mills and the Bodie-Mono Mills Railroad are listed on the Cdifornia
Inventory of Historic Resources, and triplex cottage No. 102, associated with ahydroe ectric facility inthe
town of Lee Vining, has been determined digible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.

Upper Owens River

Sysematic survey work aong the Upper Owens River has been limited, with most redtricted to
land owned by USFS. Meighan (1955) conducted some of the earliest systematic surveysin the areaand
recorded many stesin the upper Long Valey area. Other work has been conducted primarily for USFS
projects (Burton 1980; Faust 1984, 1986, 1988; Jackson and Bettinger 1985; Self 1977, 1980; Lipp
1981; Reynolds 1985b, 1985c¢).

Sites recorded during thiswork include habitation sites with large middens and bedrock mortars,
lithic workshop sites and scatters, temporary camps and resource processing Sites, rock rings, and stone
hunting blinds. Numerous mothlarvae collection sites have been found to the west, north, and south of the
area (Weaver and Basgdl 1987) and may aso be present in areas forested with Jeffrey pine near the
Upper Owens River.

Higtorical dtes recorded in the Upper Owens River area include historica refuse deposits
associ ated with an aborigina resource collection Site, isolated refuse depositsresulting from the construction
of the LA Aqueduct, and features and artifacts associated with the East Portal of the Mono Craters
segment of Mono Basin extenson of the LA Aqueduct.

Current Archeological Sensitivity

Mono Lake Margin

Although little of the area around Mono Lake has been sysematicaly surveyed, unsystemetic
invedtigations have not identified any resources near the present lake margin. A few isolated artifacts, such
as projectile points and Chinese coins, have been reported near the present water line (Stine pers. comm.)
where they could have been trangported by natura forces from sites at higher eevations.

All recorded resourcesarelocated at el evationsabove 6,440 feet, whichiswell abovethehistorical
highdand and prediversion lake levels. One exception, marked by a few projectile points found in "dry
pond beds', islocated at 6,430 feet, which is dso above these levels. Recorders speculated that the site
was used for hunting waterfowl when the previous lake level supported fresh or brackish water in lake-
fringing wetlands (Chapter 3C, "Vegetation™).
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Prehigtorica Stes surrounding Mono Lake are primarily located where water or other resources
were avalable. Severd previoudy identified Stesarelocated aong streamsdraining into Mono Lake, and
others were identified near soringsand obsidian quarries.

A few higtoricd archeologica sitesor architectura properties have been recorded around the lake
and on Paoha Idand. These consst primarily of the remains of domestic structures and recreationa
fadilities and a structure located in the town of Lee Vining that was associated with early hydrodectric
development. Like the prehistoricd dites, these are located above the prediversion lake leve.

In terms of the overdl sengtivity of Mono Lakes margin for cultura resources, additiond
unrecorded stesmay belocated bel ow 6,440 feet; however, the possbility ssemsremotegiventhescarcity
of recorded resources below the prediverson lake level. Sitesthat werelocated below 6,428 fest, if any,
would have been inundated when the lakerosein 1919. Isolated artifacts transported from Stes at higher
elevations, however, are probably present within the inundation zone for al project aternatives.

Tributary Streams

Numerous archeologica Sites have been recorded during unsystematic surveysaong Lee Vining,
Parker, Walker, and Rush Creeks. These are primarily located on flat, elevated areas overlooking the
dreams. During the limited field reconnaissance, some of the Sites were visited by SWRCB consultants,
who noted that many dtes are misplotted and most are considerably larger than plotted. Severd
unrecorded Sites were observed during casual examination of the watercourses. Giventhe areaslocation
near amgjor trade route (M ono Pass) and abundant water and other resources, numerous important sites
are likely present on the tributary streams.

No historica archeologica sites have been recorded aong the tributary streams and only one
architectural property hasbeen recorded inthetown of Lee Vining. Although unreached because of alack
of systematic surveys and the practice of not recording historica period resources until recently, historical
resources associ ated with ranching and farming and construction of the LADWPwater export systemlikely
are located near the tributary streams.

Upper Owens River

In the northernmost portion of the Upper Owens River where it is constrained by steep-sided
canyonwalls, prehistorica Stes have been recorded on flats overlooking the river. The single higtorical
archeological ste recorded in the Upper Owens River area (remains of the construction of East Portd) is
amilaly stuated. To the south, where the river opens onto the flat expanses of Long Vdley, sites are
Stuated both along the river and away from the watercourse aong a series of elevated terraces.
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Many unrecorded Sites undoubtedly are present dong the Upper Owens River. Severd large
habitations sites and extensive lithic workshops have been recorded in the area, and smilar sites are
probably present in the unsurveyed, privatdy owned reaches. Historicd archeologicd stes and
architectura properties are limited in the area, but some additiona refuse deposits, features, and buildings
are probably present.

Current Resour ce-Use Activities of Native Americans

Native Americans continue to live and work in Mono Basin. Many belong to the Mono Lake
Indian Community, a group that is currently seeking federd recognition. Some dill live in the same places
their ancestors occupied, onland granted asIndian allotments. Other Native Americansremain connected
to the area but have relocated to Indian settlements in Bridgeport, Benton, and Lone Pine.

Native American use of traditiona resources and the practice of certain cultura activities and
religious ceremonies continues in Mono Basin. In 1986 and 1987, members of the Mono Lake Indian
Community and other Native Americans living in the basin met with USFS to discuss their concern that
traditiondly gathered plants and animals would be affected by the lowering of the lake. The Native
American community wants deer hunting and rabbit drives to remain viable activities in the Mono Basn
Nationa Forest Scenic Areaandisinterested in preserving dkali fly larvae (kutsavi), buck berries, willows,
wild onions, waterfowl, and other area resources (U.S. Forest Service 1989).

The Native American community recently reindituted a traditiond yearly ceremony in which
participantswak from Mono Laketo Y osemite oneyear and from Y osemiteto Mono Lakethenext. This

traditiona ceremony reflects the past and present important connection between the Paiute and the Serra
Miwok (Mandelbaum pers. comm.).

IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOL OGY

Impact Prediction Methodology

Culturd resources could potentialy be affected directly or indirectly by the project dternatives.
Direct impacts could result from:

# ridnglakeleveseroding or inundating historical, archeologica, or Native American resources
that may exist on or immediately above the relicted lands and

# restorationactivitiesin areaswherehistorica, archeological, or Native American resourcesare
located.
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Indirect impacts could occur from:

# dreamflows eroding streambanks and damaging or destroying buried or surface historica or
archeologicd resources and

# recreation use changes possbly resulting in vanddism and unauthorized collection or
inadvertent destruction of these resources.

Direct Impacts

Rising Lake Levels. As described in the "Environmental Setting” section, only one cultura
resource Steis known to exist within the relicted lands.  the foundation of an egg collector's cabin on the
north side of Negit Idand, at about 6,406-foot elevation (Stine pers. comm.). The cabin was apparently
constructed and used around 1861 when the lake was dightly below thiseevation. The two higher lake
level dternatives would result in inundation of this resource,

Asdescribed inthe"Environmenta Setting” section, one other recorded historical or archeologica
dteliesat an elevation of 6,430 feet, abovetherdicted lands; al other Steslie above 6,440-feet elevation.
Under the No-Diverson Alternative, the lake may reach an eevation of 6,436 feet in wet periods, ahigher
level than under prediverson conditions. Thus, there exists the possibility of eroson or inundation of the
noted site and other undiscovered Sites.

These facts are used to assess the potentia for lake erosion or inundation of cultural resources
among the dterndtives.

Restoration Activities. Restoration of aquatic and terrestria habitats could continue or be
initiated to mitigate cumulative losses of these resources attributable to stream diversions. These efforts
could result in ground disturbance during Ste reconfiguration and ingtalation of habitat ements, aswell as
during activities related to access, staging, borrowing, and stockpiling of congtruction materids.
Archeologicd, historical, and Native American resources could be degraded or destroyed by these
activities. In addition, because Native American gathering practices may conflict with revegetation or
restoration goas, they may be difficult or impossble to continue.

Indirect Impacts

Stream Erosion. Lake levels and streamflows of the aternatives create various potentias for
stream channel erosion, asdescribed in Chapter 3C, "Vegetation”. Low lakelevelscaninducethetributary
streams to incise, and high streamflows spilled over the diversion structures can provide the erosive power
for both bank eroson andincison. FHow augmentation in the Upper OwensRiver can continue the process
of bank eroson. The potentids for channel erosion associated with the different aternatives are used to
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rank the relative threats to known or undiscovered cultura resources dong the diverted tributary sreams
and the Upper Owens River.

Recreation Activity. Thedternativeswould resultinvariouslevelsof recreationd activity around
Mono Lake, dong the tributary streams, and aong the Upper Owens River, as described in Chapter 3],
"Recreation”. Recreetiond userepresentsapotentia for vandalism, unauthorized collection, or inadvertent
destructionof cultural resources. Prediction of changesin recreationa activity under thedternativesisused
to rank the relative threats to known or undiscovered cultural resources.

Criteriafor Determining Impact Significance

According to the Cdifornia State CEQA Guiddines, aproject would have asignificant impact on
culturd resourcesif it would disrupt or adversdly affect an archeologica Site or aproperty of historical or
cultural sgnificance to a community or to an ethnic or socid group. For the purposes of this impact
andyds, it isassumed that culturd resourcesin the study area are potentidly significant.

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF IMPACTS AND BENEFITS
OF THE ALTERNATIVES

As described in the preceding section, relative cultura resource effects of the dternatives are
assessed in this chapter through four key variables:

# potentid for inundation of known or potentia Stes,

# potentid for damage to known or potential Sites from restoration activities,

# potentid for damage to known or potentid Stes through stream channel erosion, and

# potentid for Ste disturbance from recregtiond activities.

Table 3K-1 providesacomparison of theaternativesusing thesevariables. Vauesof thevariables
for each aternative are compared to vauesfor the prediversion and point-of-reference conditions. Those
vauesrepresenting Sgnificant adverse changesfrom the point of referenceareindicated. Further discusson

of these impacts on andternative-by-aternative basisis not warranted because, asthe table shows, dl of
the dternatives have the potentid to have an impact on potentidly sgnificant cultural resources.
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MITIGATION MEASURES FOR SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

As shown in Table 3K-1, dl the dternatives have potentia to have an impact on archeologicd,
higtorical, and Native American resources, therefore, mitigation for these impacts would be smilar for dl
dternatives. Site- or location-specific mitigation cannot be developed until cultural resources surveysare
performed, an dternative is selected, and aternative-specific habitat restoration is designed. Therefore,
agenerd mitigation strategy for cultura resourcesimpactsis provided below that could be directed by the
SWRCB, Chief of the Divison of Water Rights, and implemented by LADWP &fter an dternative is
selected.

Fird, areas that could be directly or indirectly affected by project-related activities should be
identified and culturd resources surveys should be conducted in these areas. Consultation with the local
Native American community should be undertaken to determine wheretraditional use areas and resources
of concern are located. If impacts may occur on USFS land as a result of the project, surveys of the
affected areas should be the responsibility of USFS.

Based on the surveys and Native American coordination, a cultura resources trestment plan
(CRTP) should be developed. Sedlection of treatment options should depend on resource type, nature of
potential impacts (direct or indirect), and the ability to reconfigure restoration activities to avoid important
resources. Treatment options included in the CRTP should include, but not be limited to, avoidance of
resources, monitoring by an archeologist during ground-disturbing activities; archeological test excavation
and, if necessary, data recovery excavations, relocation or closure of public accessroads; and protection
measures such as cgpping and fencing of Sites.

The CRTP should dso include protection of resources of importance to Native Americans and,
if requested, provisions for access to resources and areas for traditiona uses. The CRTP should include
provisons for unanticipated discoveries, such ashuman remainsand other archeol ogica materia sthat could
be discovered during project-related activitiess The CRTP should outline the requirements for
archeologica excavations and should cal for the preparation of research designsto guide al excavations
and data recovery plansto direct data recovery efforts.

To ensure that the treetment options are effective, the CRTP should outline amonitoring program.
Minimaly, the monitoring program should define locations that require monitoring and provide guidance
onfrequency for fidd vistsand reporting methods. The CRTP should requirethat other treatment options,
such as protection measures or data recovery, be implemented if monitoring indicates that impacts are
occurring as aresult of project-related activities.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTSOF THE ALTERNATIVES

Asdescribed in Chapter 3C, "Vegetation”, asubstantial erosion of the Rush and Lee Vining Creek
corridors occurred during the diverson period. This eroson probably damaged or destroyed cultura
resources dong the sream margins. All dternatives could contribute to the cumulative loss, but would do
S0 to varying degrees, as shown in Table 3K-1 and discussed in Chapter 3C, "Vegetation”.

Stream dewatering, erosion, and fire may have caused loss of plants and animasimportant to the
maintenance of Native American culturd practices during the diverson period. Changes in the use of
Mono Lake by migrating ducks and in the productivity of the akai fly population may aso have affected
suchpractices. The project aternatives might contribute to acumulative effect on the maintenance of such
practices.
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