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Draft Individual Section 4(f ) Evaluation A-4 March 2021 

= 
State of California• Natural Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer 

1725 23rd Street, Suite 100, Sacramento, CA 95816-7100 
Telephone: (916) 445-7000 FAX: (916) 445-7053 
calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 

June 4, 2020 

VIA EMAIL 

Gavin Newsom, Governor 

Lisa Ann L. Mangat, Director 

Reply To: FTA_2020_0408_001 

Mr. Ray Tellis, Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration , Region 9 
90 7th Street, Suite 15-300 
San Francisco, CA 94103-6701 

Re: Proposed Riverside-Downtown Station Improvements Project, Riverside, CA, 
Riverside County, CA 

Dear Mr. Tellis : 

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) received the Federal Transit 
Administration 's (FTA) letter of April 7, 2020, initiating consultation on the above­
referenced project to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 (as amended), and its implementing regulations at 36 CFR § 800. The FTA 
included a technical memorandum describing the area of potential effect (APE) for the 
project as well as maps of the project area. 

The FT A is proposing to build an additional passenger loading platform and tracks to 
improve Metrolink service and extend the existing pedestrian bridge to have additional 
elevator and stair access. The proposed track would connect into the existing station 
layover tracks on the south side . The Project would also provide parking and improve 
traffic flow on the south side of the station. These improvements would enhance 
Metrolink train connections without affecting BNSF service. 

In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4, the FTA is requesting your comments on 
delineation of the APE. The proposed APE includes built resources and historic and 
cultural landscapes and all areas that could be directly or indirectly affected by the 
proposed project. Direct effects include physical changes to historic properties. Indirect 
effects include visual effects or effects caused by noise or vibration . The horizontal 
extent of the APE is generally defined as the parcels of land adjacent to the project site 
and potential construction staging areas. 

The types of ground disturbance activities anticipated include removal of existing track, 
demolition of existing building and foundation , and removal of soils to a maximum depth 
of approximately 10 feet. The types of ground disturbance activities also included the 
following: excavation , backfill and grading up to a depth of 10 feet. Staging/laydown 
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Mr. Tellis 
June 4, 2020 
Page 2 of2 

FTA 2020 0408 001 - - -

areas would be accommodated within the defined APE. Please refer to the attached 
APE map. 

The APE also includes a buffer zone where there may be indirect effects on surrounding 
parcels from noise , vibration or visual intrusions associated with construction and post­
construction Project operation. Maximum elevation of proposed structures (pedestrian 
bridge) would be approximately 35 feet above surface grade. 

Built resources and historic properties and all areas that could be directly or indirectly 
affected by the proposed project are included in the APE. Direct effects include physical 
changes to historic properties and the anticipated removal of a large industrial building 
whose National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility will be investigated. 

Based on review of the submitted documentation , the APE as currently delineated 
appears appropriate . 

If you have any questions, please contact Natalie Lindquist, Historian, at 
natalie.lindguist@parks.ca .gov or Elizabeth Hodges at elizabeth .hodges@parks.ca .gov. 

Sincerely, 

Jv---
Julianne Polanco 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Transit 
Administration 

January 5, 2021 

Ms. Julianne Polanco 

REGION IX 
Arizona, California, 
Hawaii, Nevada, Guam, 
American Samoa, 
Northern Mariana Islands 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
Office of Historic Preservation 
California Department of Parks and Recreation 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Attention: Ms. Natalie Lindquist, Historian 

Dear Ms. Polanco: 

90 7~ Street 
Suite 15-300 
San Francisco, CA 94103-6701 
415-734-9490 

888 South Figueroa Street 
Suite 440 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-5467 
213-202-3950 

Re: Section 106 APE Methodology and 
Revised Project Description, Riverside­
Downtown Station Improvements 
Project (FTA_2020_048_001) 

The Federal Transit Administration (FIA) in coordination with the Riverside County 
Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the Southern California Regional Rail Authority 
(Metrolink) is conducting consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act for the Riverside-Downtown Station Improvements Project (Project). The Project will be a 
federal undertaking because the FIA will be providing financial assistance. The FIA serves as 
the federal lead agency. This letter continues consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer and requests comments on the revised Project Description, as well as the delineation of 
the Area of Potential Effect (APE) pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) as amended (36 C.F.R. 800). 

The original Area of Potential Effect (APE) Methodology Memorandum for the Riverside­
Downtown Station Improvements Project was submitted to your office on April 7, 2020 and was 
approved on June 4, 2020. Subsequent design refinements to the existing project description 
warranted a review of the APE methodology for the project, resulting in the attached APE 
Methodology and Revised Project Description Memo. The project description Build Alternative 
was revised to include traffic circulation improvement options which are included as design 
options. The attached memorandum provides an update to the APE Methodology and Revised 
Project Description to describe how the subsequent refinements of the traffic circulation and 
parking options, including the extension of Howard A venue from 10th Street to 9th Street, are 
consistent with the original APE delineation for this project. 
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Revised Project Description 

The original project description included a new station platform, pedestrian overcrossing, 
additional parking, and traffic circulation improvements on the east side (previously referred to 
as the south side) of the station, aud included track connectivity into the existing station layover 
tracks on the east side. Also included were parking and improvements for traffic flow on the east 
side of the station. Furthermore, the original project description included: 

• Building a new 720-foot center platform 

• Constructing new tracks and making other track improvements 

• Modifying the railroad signal system 

• EJs.iending the pedestrian bridge approximately 50 feet, including elevator and Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) access 

• Relocating ADA parking 

• Adding approximately 500 parking spaces (surface lot) to the south side of station 

• Building a new pedestrian at-grade rail crossing 

• Modifying the bus drop-off area 

• Adding sidewalks 

The project refinements are confined to the traffic circulation aud parking options (six total: lA, 
lB, 2A, 2B, 3A and 3B) that are currently being evaluated as design options for the Riverside­
Downtown Station Improvements Project. Parking spaces increased from 500 parking spaces to 
560 parking spaces, and six traffic circulation with parking options and configurations were 
added to accommodate future parking and traffic circulation needs. The bus drop-off area is no 
longer under consideration for the Project (See Table 3 Proposed Project Elements). 

Area of Potential Effect (APE) 

The original APE defined a direct effects APE (Limits of Disturbance, LOD) aud an indirect 
APE for Built-Environment resources. The original APE project description included the 
passenger station improvements, including the loading platforms, eJs.iension of au existing 
pedestrian overcrossing, aud construction of new tracks to service the new platforms. The 
original project description also outlined (proposed) parking aud traffic flow improvements in 
the vicinity of the existing station. The original LOD also included areas for construction-related 
excavation to an estimated maximum depth of 10 feet below surface across the proposed project 
area where existing structures and/or soils would require excavation. 

In the attached Section 106 APE Methodology and Revised Project Description Memorandum 
for the proposed Riverside-Downtown Station Improvements Project the LOD is included in 
Table 1 aud Table 2. Based on the revised project description, the original APE delineation 
remains valid. 
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Efforts for Historic Resources Identification 

In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(a)(2), information about known and potential historic 
properties within the APE will be reviewed. Investigations will be prepared by consultants who 
meet the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards in archaeology, history, 
and architectural history. The project is expected to be constructed by 2024, therefore the 
identification efforts will be focused on properties constructed before 1969. 

Findings 

In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4, the FTA is requesting your comments on delineation of the 
APE. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Candice Hughes, Environmental Protection 
Specialist, at (213) 629-8613, or by email at candice.hughes@dot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

RAYMOND S TELLIS 
Ray Tellis 
Regional Administrator 

Enclosures: Figure 1 Proposed Project Area Map 
Figure 2 Regional Location Map 
Figure 3 Area of Potential Effects Map 
Updated APE Project Description and Methodology Memo 
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= 
State of California • Natural Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
Julianne Polanco, State Historic Preservation Officer 

1725 23rd Street, Suite 100, Sacramento, CA 95816-7100 
Telephone: (916) 445-7000 FAX: (916) 445-7053 
calshpo.ohp@parks.ca.gov www.ohp.parks.ca.gov 

Gavin Newsom, Governor 

Armando Quintero, Director 

March 17, 2021 

VIA EMAIL Reply To : FTA_2020_0408_001 

Mr. Ray Tellis, Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration, Region 9 
90 7th Street, Suite 15-300 
San Francisco, CA 94103-6701 

Re: Proposed Riverside-Downtown Station Improvements Project, Riverside , CA, 
Riverside County, CA 

Dear Mr. Tellis: 

The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) received the Federal Transit 
Administration's (FTA) letter of January 5, 2021, continuing consultation on the above­
referenced project to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 (as amended), and its implementing regulations at 36 CFR § 800. The FTA 
included a technical memorandum describing the area of potential effect (APE) for the 
project as well as maps of the project area. 

The original Area of Potential Effect (APE) Methodology Memorandum for the 
Riverside-Downtown Station Improvements Project was submitted the SHPO on April 7, 
2020 and agreed to on June 4, 2020. Subsequent design refinements to the existing 
project description warranted a review of the APE methodology for the project, resulting 
in a new APE Methodology and Revised Project Description Memo. The FTA study 
determined that the proposed changes in project description are consistent with the 
original APE delineation for this project. 

Based on review of the submitted documentation, the APE as originally delineated still 
appears appropriate. 

If you have any questions, please contact Natalie Lindquist, Historian, at 
natalie. lindquist@parks.ca .gov. 

Sincerely, 

Julianne Polanco 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Transit 
Administration 

March 25, 2021 

Ms. Julianne Polanco 

REGION IX 
Arizona, California, 
Hawa ii , Nevada, Guam, 
American Samoa, 
Northern Mariana Islands 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
Office of Historic Preservation 
California Department of Parks and Recreation 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA 95816 

Attention: Ms. Natalie Lindquist, Historian 

90 7~ Street 
Suite 15-300 
San Francisco, CA 94103-6701 
415-734-9490 

888 South Figueroa Street 
Suite 440 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-5467 
213-202-3950 

Re: Section 106 Consultation for the Riverside-Downtown 
Station Improvements Project (FT A_ 2020 _ 048_001) 

Dear Ms. Polanco: 

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and the Southern California Regional Rail 
Authority (Metrolink) propose to improve the Riverside-Downtown Station, Mile Post (MP) 9.9 to 
MP 10.2, on the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) San Bernardino Subdivision, located just east of 
the State Route (SR) 91 and a short distance from the SR 60 in the City and County of Riverside, 
California. The Riverside-Downtown Station Improvements Project (Project) would result in 
improvement of the existing Riverside-Downtown Station (RDS), including a new station platform, 
pedestrian overcrossing, additional parking, and traffic circulation improvements. The station is located 
at 4066 Vine Street, Riverside, California, 92507. 

Section 106 Consultation 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) Methodology Memorandum for the Riverside-Downtown Station 
Improvements Project was submitted to your office on April 7, 2020, and was approved on June 4, 2020. 
Subsequent design options and the associated changes to the existing project description warranted an 
update to the APE project description to provide additional detail. 

The original APE defined a direct effects APE (Limits of Disturbance) and an indirect APE for Built­
Environment resources. The original project description included the passenger station improvements, 
including the new station platform, e:,,,.1:ension of an existing pedestrian overcrossing, and construction of 
new tracks to service the new platforn1. The original project description also outlined (proposed) parking 
and traffic flow improvements in the vicinity of the existing station. Since the submittal of the original 
APE memorandum, RCTC refined the project description and submitted the revised description to the 
SHPO on January 5, 2021. The SHPO responded with no questions or comments on March 17, 2021 . 

Historic Resources Rep011 

Per 36 CFR Part 800.4(a)(2), and to satisfy the regulatory requirements associated with Section 106 of the 
NHP A as well as CEQA, the Historic Resources Report (HRR) provides the results of the Archaeological 
Survey Report (ASR), the built-environment, and the historic resources survey (NRHP-eligible, as well 
as, CRHR-eligible properties). All historic-era properties identified within the APE are recorded on State 
of California Depar1ment of Parks and Recreation (DPR) inventory forms. 
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The investigations were prepared by consultants who meet the Secretary of the Interior' s Professional 
Qualifications Standards in archaeology, history, and architectural history. The project is proposed to 
begin construction by late 2021, therefore, the identification efforts were focused on properties 
constructed before 1966 (45 years old or older). 

Please see the table Summary of Section 106 Anticipated Effects to Historic Properties which includes 
relevant APE Map numbers, property names and addresses , and Assessor Parcel Numbers (APNs). 

Summary of Section 106 Effects to Historic Properties 
Section 106 

APE Map No. Property Name/Address APN (Preliminary) Effect 
Determinations 

17 FMC Complex Plant 1 211201004 Adverse Effect 
18 3087 12th Street 211201006 
21 211201026 
28 211201039 
33 FMC Complex Plant 2 211231024 Adverse Effect 

3080 12th Street 

30 Worker's Houses 211203004 No Adverse Effect 
4110,4120, 4130, 4140 
Howard Avenue 

FMC= Food Machinery Corporation 

Avoidance alternatives were developed to avoid or minimize harm (through adaptive reuse) to the FMC 
Complex's Plant 1. However, the avoidance alternatives would move the passenger loading platform and 
new tracks to the opposite side (west side) of the BNSF rail corridor or to the northeast of the proposed 
project area. All avoidance alternatives fail to meet the stated goals, objectives, and the purpose and need 
for the proposed station improvements and were eliminated from further consideration. Additionally, two 
adaptive reuse scenarios were evaluated that would incorporate Plant 1 into the Project 's station design. 
A full reuse and a partial reuse of the structure were evaluated. Both were eliminated from further 
consideration due to the associated environmental impacts, prohibitive costs of remediation and structural 
alterations, and the resulting loss of historic material and design integrity that would compromise the 
structure's ability to convey its historic significance. Please see Section 5.3 and Section 5.4, for a detailed 
discussion on Avoidance Alternatives, Minimization ofHarm/Build Alternative Option for Adaptive 
Reuse. 

Additional Consultation 
In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(a)(3), the RCTC has contacted local historic groups and other 
stakeholders that may have an interest in the project and is continuing coordination (HRR, Section 3.5). 
The FT A and RCTC are also continuing consultation with identified Native American and Tribal groups 
(HRR, Section 3.4). If you are aware of any additional agencies, organizations, or individuals that could 
be interested in the effects of the proposed project on historic properties, please provide us with the 
appropriate contact information. 
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Finding of Effect 

For the development of the Finding of Effect (FOE), FIA and RCTC shall continue consultation with the 
State Historic Preseivation Officer (SHPO) and interested parties, as well as, Native American and Tribal 
groups to resolve any expected adverse effects through mitigation. Mitigation, such as photographic 
documentation, deconstruction and reuse of salvaged building components, and other measures to 
minimize harm to the affected resources will be investigated. There are also off-site mitigation measures 
which may be developed as part of a mitigation agreement document such as a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA). 

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Mahilet Amare, Project Manager, at (213) 629-8610, or by 
email at mahilet.amare@dot.gov, or Ms. Candice Hughes, Environmental Protection Specialist, at 
(213) 629-8613, or by email at candice.hughes@dot.gov. 

Sincerely, 

RAYMOND S TELLIS 
Ray Tellis 
Region Administrator 

Attachments: Historical Resources Report (HRR) 
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Figure 2-1. Regional and Project Location Map 
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Figure 2-2. Project Elements 
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Figure 2-3. Build Alternative with Parking Option 1A  
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Figure 2-4. Build Alternative with Parking Option 1B
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Figure 2-5. Build Alternative with Parking Option 2A 
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Figure 2-6. Build Alternative with Parking Option 2B  
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Figure 2-7. Build Alternative with Parking Option 3A  
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Figure 2-8. Build Alternative with Parking Option 3B
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Figure 11-5. Avoidance Alternative 3 
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