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Executive Summary

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and 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 fromthe 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). The station is located in the city and county of Riverside,
California, at 4066 Vine Street, Riverside, California, 92507.

The Project would include construction of an additional pedestrian loading platform, extension of
an existing pedestrian overcrossing and additional elevator, and construction of associated
tracks on the east side of the existing station to allow for two trains to service the station
adjacent to the BNSF mainline. The Project also includes parking and traffic flow improvements.
The additional train traffic from the Perris Valley Line could then connect with additional
Metrolink lines without impacting operations on the BNSF mainline. The proposed track would
be required to connect and integrate into the existing station layover tracks on the east side to
improve train meet times without impacting BNSF operations. The project would also provide
additional parking and improved vehicular traffic circulation on the east side of the station.

The Projectis funded in part by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) through afederal
grant. The grant fromthe FTA (Commuter Rail Upgrades No. 5307) was awarded to RCTC in
2017. The FTA nitiated a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Categorical Exclusion for
the grant award. On February 3, 2021, FTA made a class of action determination that the
appropriate level of environmental documentation would be an Environmental Assessment.
Because the Project is a federal undertaking, the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
applies, as defined in Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800 (36 CFR § 800),
also referred as “the Section 106 process.” On February 3, 2021, FTA made a class of action
determination that the appropriate level of environmental documentation would be an
Environmental Assessment. The FTA is the lead federal agency for this regulatory process and
for the Project’s cultural resources responsibilities as outlined in the NEPA. RCTC is the lead
agency for California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) compliance, which this report will help
achieve, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and California Public Resources Code
Section 21084.1.

Pursuant to reporting guidance fromthe FTA, this report addresses both archaeological
resources and resources of the historic built environment. A confidential stand-alone
Archaeological Survey Report (ASR) is attached to this Historic Resources Report (HRR) as
Appendix A. The main body of this report focuses on the historic built environmentand refers to
Appendix A as needed. The ASR contains information about the archaeological resources
identified as part of the historic property identification process. The FTA and the RCTC have
agreed that an HRR addresses the cultural resources investigations and will facilitate both
Section 106 and CEQA compliance requirements. All historic-era properties identified within the
Area of Potential Effects (APE) are recorded on State of California Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) inventory forms. These DPR 523 forms are attached as Appendix C.

The proposed undertaking would result in a Section 106 Finding of Adverse Effect. For
purposes of CEQA, the Project would result in “significant (Class 1) impacts” to Historical
Resources.
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Executive Summary

Table ES-1 provides a summary of Section 106 Effects to Historic Properties and includes
relevant APE Map numbers, property names and addresses, Assessor Parcel Numbers (Nos.)
(APNSs), and effectdetermination details.

Table ES-1. 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
th
18 3087 12t Street 211201006
21 211201026
28 211201039
33 FMC Complex Plant 2 211231024 Adverse Effect
3080 12t Street
30 Worker’s Houses 211203004 No Adverse Effect
4110, 4120, 4130, 4140
Howard Avenue

FMC = Food Machinery Corporation

Under CEQA, the Build Alternative with Option 2A would result in the most impacts to historical
resources, with seven resources having significant, adverse change to their character-defining
features as a result of implementation. The Build Alternative with Options 1A and 1B would
resultin the least impacts and Build Alternative with Options 3A and 3B would avoid significant
impacts to the Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area.

Table ES-2 provides asummary of NEPA/CEQA effects/impacts to historic properties/historical
resources.
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Table ES-2. Summary of NEPA/CEQA Effects/Impacts to Historic Properties/Historical Resources under the Build Alternative and

Options
Historic Build Build Build Build Build Build
APE No./APN Property/ Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative Alternative
Historical with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option
Resource 1A 1B 2A 2B 3A 3B
17: 211201004 FMC Complex NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA:
18: 211201006 Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse
19: 211201007 Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
21: 211201026
28: 211201039 CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA:
33: 211231024 Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact
17: 211201004 FMC Plant 1 NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA:
18: 211201006 3087 12t Street Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse
19: 211201007 Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
21: 211201026
28: 211201039 CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA:
Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact
33: 211231024 FMC Plant 2 NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA:
3080 12t Street Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse Adverse
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA:
Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact
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Historic Build Build Build Build Build Build
APE No./APN Property/ Alternative | Alternative Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
’ Historical with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option
Resource 1A 1B 2A 2B 3A 3B
22:211201027 | 3021 12thStreet* | CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA:
Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact
23:211201028 | 3009 12t Street* | CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA:
Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact
4:211122019
' Conservation No Impacts No Impacts Significant Significant L_ess_ t_han L_ess_ t_han
7:211191004 Area* Significant Significant
rea Impact Impact
8:211191005 Impact Impact
11:211191028
11:211191028 | 3006 9t Street* No Impacts No Impacts CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA:
Significant Significant Less than Less than
Impact Impact Significant Significant
Impact Impact
7:211191004 2994 9th Street* No Impacts No Impacts CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA:
Significant Significant Less than Less than
Impact Impact Significant Significant
Impact Impact
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Historic Build Build Build Build Build Build
APE No./APN Property/ Alternative | Alternative Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
’ Historical with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option
30:211203004 | Worker's Houses | NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA: NEPA:
4110,4120,4130, | No Adverse No Adverse No Adverse No Adverse No Adverse No Adverse
4140 Howard Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
Avenue
CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA:
Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than
Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact
31:211231001 | Lincoln Park* CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA:
Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than
Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact
1:211122001
2:211122002
17:211201004 . CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA: CEQA:
, Citrus Industry
18:211201006 Thematic District | L€SS than Less than Less than Less than Less than Less than
21:211201026 Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant Significant
(Overlaps APE)*
27:211201037 Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact Impact
28:211201039
33:211231024
1:211122001 3820 Commerce No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Street*
2:211122002 3888 Commerce No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Street*
8:211191005 2982 9th Street* No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
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Historic Build Build Build Build Build Build
APE No./APN Property/ Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative | Alternative
’ Historical with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option | with Option
4:211122019 2995 9th Street* No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
5:211122020 3005 9t Street* No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
6:211122021 3015 9t Street* No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
" CEQA-only resource unless otherwise noted.
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Executive Summary

Avoidance alternatives were developed that would avoid or minimize harm (through adaptive
reuse) to the FMC Complex’s Plant 1. 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. For amore detailed discussion on
Avoidance Alternatives, Minimization of Harm/Build Alternative Option for Adaptive Reuse, see
Section 5.3 and 5.4.

Continued consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Consulting Parties,
Interested Parties and Tribes will be necessary to resolve the adverse effects through
mitigation. Mitigation, such as photographic documentation, deconstruction and reuse of
salvaged building components, and other measures to minimize harmto the affected resources
would need to be investigated as next steps. There are also off-site mitigation measures that
could be developed as part of a mitigation agreement document such as a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA).
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1.0 Project Description

1.1 Introduction/Background

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) and Metrolink propose to improve
the Riverside-Downtown Station (RDS) located at milepost 9.9 to 10.2 on the Burlington
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) San Bernardino Subdivision located just east of State Route (SR) 91
and a short distance fromthe SR 60 in the city and county of Riverside, California.

Proposed improvements include construction of an additional passenger loading platform, the
extension of the existing pedestrian overcrossing, and, addition of an elevator and associated
tracks, which would allow for two trains to service the station off the BNSF mainline. The
proposed track would be required to connectand integrate into the existing station layover
tracks on the east side to improve train meet times without impacting BNSF operations. The
Project would also provide additional parking and improved vehicular traffic circulation on the
east side of the station (Figure 1-12, Regional and Project Location Map).

1.2 ProjectObjectives

The purpose of the proposed Project is to expand the capacity, improve operations and
efficiency, connectivity, and the passenger experience at the RDS. The basic Project objectives
supporting the purpose of the Projectare listed below:

* Expand platform capacity to meet passenger train storage needs.
* Allow for train meets off the BNSF mainline and minimize impacts to BNSF operations.

* Improve train connectivity and passenger accessibility while minimizing impacts on
improvement projects near the station that are already designed or in construction.

* Facilitate more efficient passenger flow and reduce dwell times.
* Enhance safety and access for station users.

* Accommodate projected future demand.

1.3 Alternatives Considered

1.3.1 No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would not meet the Project Objectives or improve operations to
accommodate the 91/Perris Valley (91/PV) Line and the Inland Empire Orange County (IEOC)
Lines. Train capacity and storage would be limited to the existing platforms. This alternative
does not meet the purpose and need for station improvements and additional passenger
service.

2Enlarged versions of all maps and diagrams in this report are provided in Appendix E.
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Chapter 1.0. Project Description

Figure 1-1. Regional and Project Location Map
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Chapter 1.0. Project Description

1.3.2 Build Alternative

RCTC and Metrolink propose improvements to the following elements of the Station
(Table 1-1):

Table 1-1. Proposed Project Elements

Element Description

1. Station Platform and Track | ¢ Add new center platform (Platform 3)
Improvements * Add new tracks (station Tracks 5 and 6)
* Modification of railroad signal system

2. Pedestrian Overpass * Extend pedestrian overpass access to new Platform 3
Access Improvements * Emergency egress would be provided at three locations

3. Traffic Circulation Options, | ® Add sidewalks and trees
Parking and Streetscape » Traffic Circulation Options and Howard Avenue Extension

Improvements « Add up to 560 additional parking spaces
* Relocate ADA parking

ADA = Americans with Disabilities Act

1. Platform and Tracks

The proposed improvements also include building an additional passenger loading platform and
tracks on the east side of the existing station to improve Metrolink service and extending the
existing pedestrian overpass to access the new (proposed) platform. The proposed track would
also connect into the existing station layover tracks on the north end of the station, provide
additional parking, and improve traffic flow on the east side of the station.

2. Pedestrian Overpass Access Design Option

As part of the Build Alternative, the existing pedestrian overpass access would be extended to
the new platform. There is one pedestrian overpass access design option (Pedestrian Overpass
Access Design Option 1) to further extend the existing pedestrian overpass to the new surface
parking lot.

3. Traffic Circulation and Parking and Streetscape Improvement Design Options

The Build Alternative also includes six traffic circulation improvements and parking lot design
options. The traffic circulation improvements on the east side of the station address the need for
560 parking spaces and include six different options to address traffic circulation. The Howard
Avenue extension (Options 2A, 2B, 3A and 3B) would require acquisition of parcels directly east
of the existing overflow parking lot. The design options are associated with the new proposed
surface parking lot, with different scenarios for combining the proposed parking lot with the
existing overflow parking lot on the northeast side of the station. Figure 1-2 illustrates each of
the project elements previously described. Refer to Figures 1-3 through 1-8 for details on each
of the proposed options (1A through 3B).
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Chapter 1.0. Project Description

Parking and Streetscape Improvements: All six of the traffic circulation and parking options
studied (1A through 3B) would include the following streetscape components:

1. Adding sidewalks and street trees along the perimeter of the new and existing parking lots,
in the planter strips next to the roadway on 12t Street, Howard Avenue, and 10t"and 9t
Streets.

2. Adding up to 560 parking spaces (proposed surface parking lot) with access to the east side
of the station via at-grade pedestrian crossings. ADA parking would be adjacent to Platform
3 on the east side of the station.

Figure 1-2. Project Elements

Traffic Circulation and Parking: The Build Alternative also includes a study of six traffic
circulation improvement options to accommodate the 560 parking spaces (parking lots) for the
station and address circulation of pedestrians and vehicles to the station. Table 1-2, Build
Alternative Options provides an overview of how traffic circulation to the station could be
accommodated. Figures 1-3 through 1-8illustrate traffic circulation and parking option
configurations and show the impacts associated with each option.
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Chapter 1.0. Project Description

Table 1-2. Build Alternative Options

Build + Design Option

Description

Pedestrian Overpass Access Improvements

Pedestrian Overpass
Access Design Option 1

Extend pedestrian overpass access from the new Platform 3
to the new surface parking lot.

Parking, Circulation and St

reetscape Improvement Options

Parking Design Option 1A

New surface parking lot east of station

Impacts existing structures and other ancillary structures and
residential parcels on the corner of 12" Street and Howard
Avenue to facilitate construction of the proposed
improvements.

Parking Design Option 1B

Same as Parking Design Option 1A.

Avoids relocation impacts to residential parcels on the corner
of 12t Street and Howard Avenue.

Parking Design Option 2A

New surface parking lot east of station combined with existing
overflow parking lot with the extension of Howard Avenue
through to 9t Street.

Impacts existing structures and other ancillary structures and
residential parcels on the corner of 12" Street and Howard
Avenue and requires acquisition of additional parcels directly
east of the existing overflow parking lot.

Parking Design Option 2B

Same as Parking Design Option 2A.

Avoids relocation impacts to residential parcels on the corner
of 12t Street and Howard Avenue.

Parking Design Option 3A

Same as Parking Design Option 1A/2A.

Avoids relocation impacts to additional parcels east of the
existing overflow parking lot by routing Howard Avenue around
the parcels.

Parking Design Option 3B

Same as Parking Option 1B/2B.

Avoids relocation impacts to additional parcels east of the
existing overflow parking lot and residential parcels on the
corner of 12t Street and Howard Avenue.

Parking Design Option 1A — Add a new surface parking lot and maintain separation fromthe
existing overflow parking lot on the east side of the station. Acquisition and demolition of
residential parcels on the corner of 12t Street and Howard Avenue would be required (Figure 1-
3, Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 1A).
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Chapter 1.0. Project Description

Figure 1-3. Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 1A
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Chapter 1.0. Project Description

* Parking Design Option 1B — Add a proposed surface parking lot and maintain separation
from the existing overflow parking lot on the east side of the station and avoid impacts to
residential parcels at the corner of 12t Street and Howard Avenue (Figure 1-4, Build

Alternative with Parking Design Option 1B).

Figure 1-4. Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 1B
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Chapter 1.0. Project Description

* Parking Design Options 2A and 2B — Proposes a new surface parking lot directly east of the
station combined with the existing overflow parking lot (Figure 1-5, Build Alternative with
Parking Design Option 2A and Figure 1-6, Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 2B).

— Parking Design Option 2A — Combine a proposed surface parking lot with the existing
overflow parking lot on the east side of the station, which would require acquisition
and demolition of residential parcels on the corner of 12t Streetand Howard Avenue.
This option would also include extending Howard Avenue through to 9t Street and
would require additional acquisition of parcels directly east of the existing overflow
parking lot, as well as partial street vacations for 10t Street and Commerce Street
(Figure 1-5, Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 2A).

Figure 1-5. Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 2A
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Chapter 1.0. Project Description

Parking Design Option 2B — Combine a proposed surface parking lot with the existing overflow
parking lot on the east side of the station and avoid impacts to residential parcels at the corner
of 12th Street and Howard Avenue. This option would also include extending Howard Avenue
through to 9th Street and would require additional acquisition of parcels directly east of the
existing overflow parking lot, as well as partial street vacations for 10t Street and Commerce
Street (Figure 1-6, Build Alternative with Parking Design Design Option 2B).

Figure 1-6. Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 2B
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Chapter 1.0. Project Description

* Parking Design Options 3A and 3B — Proposes a new surface parking lot directly east of the
station combined with the existing overflow parking lot and extension of Howard Street
through to 9t Street (Figure 1-7, Build Alternative with Parking Option 3A and Figure 1-8,
Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 3B).

— Parking Design Option 3A— Combine a proposed surface parking lot with the existing
overflow parking lot on the east side of the station, which would require demolition of
residential parcels on the corner of 12t Street and Howard Avenue. This option would
also include extending Howard Avenue through to 9t Street, as well as partial street
vacations for 10t Street and Commerce Street while avoiding additional acquisition of
parcels directly east of the existing overflow parking lot (Figure 1-7, Build Alternative
with Parking Design Option 3A).

Figure 1-7. Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 3A
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Chapter 1.0. Project Description

» Parking Design Option 3B — Combine a proposed surface parking lot with the existing
overflow parking lot on the east side of the station and avoid impacts to residential parcels at
the corner of 12t Street and Howard Avenue. This option would also include extending
Howard Avenue through to 9th Street, as well as partial street vacations for 10t Street and
Commerce Street while avoiding additional acquisition of parcels directly east of the existing
overflow parking lot (Figure 1-8, Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 3B).

Figure 1-8. Build Alternative with Parking Design Option 3B
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2.0 Regulatory Setting

The following analysis of properties assists the FTA in meeting their regulatory responsibilities
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106), the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which
requires federally and state-funded undertakings to identify historic resources in the Project’s
Area of Potential Effects (APE) and assess the proposed undertaking’s effects/impacts to
resources found to be historically significant and located within the APE. The Project is funded
in part by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) through afederal grant. Because the Project
is a federal undertaking, the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) applies, as defined in
Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800 (36 CFR § 800), also referred as “the
Section 106 process.” The FTAis the federal lead agency for this regulatory process and for the
Project’s cultural resources responsibilities, as outlined in the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). RCTC is the lead agency for CEQA compliance, which this report will help achieve,
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and California Public Resources Code Section
21084.1.

2.1 Applicable Criteria for the Evaluation of Historic
Significance

A property’s age is only one factor in determining whether it can qualify as a historical resource.
Such factors (or thresholds), usually called criteria, are specific and regulated determinants
based on a property’s historical and cultural associations, architectural design and integrity, and
historical context. A building listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) is considered a Historic Property according
to CEQA, NHPA, and NEPA (California Office of Historic Preservation 2001).

Any resource eligible for listing in the CRHR (including properties listed on or formally
determined eligible forlisting on alocal historic landmark’s register, or eligible for the NRHP) is
also subject to CEQA review. In addition, CEQA allows a lead agency to consider something
(e.g., building, object, site) as a “historical resource” provided the lead agency’s determination is
supported by substantial evidence considering the record as awhole.

CEQA guidelines define three ways a property can qualify as a significant historical resource for
CEQA review:

1. Theresource is listed on or determined eligible for listing on the CRHR.

2. Theresource isincluded on alocal register of historical resources, as defined in Section
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code, or identified as significant in a historical resource
survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless
the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant.

3. The lead agency determines the resource to be significant as supported by substantial
evidence considering the whole record (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6,
Chapter 3, Section 15064.5).
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2.2 California Register of Historical Resources

The California state legislature created the CRHR in 1992. The CRHR is intended to be an
authoritative listing of historical and archaeological resources in California. Additionally, the
eligibility criteriafor the CRHR are intended to be the definitive criteriafor assessing the
significance of historical resourcesfor purposes of CEQA, and, in this way, establishing
consistent criteriafor the evaluation process for all public agencies statewide.

A resource less than 50 years old may be considered for listing on the CRHR if it can be
demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance. For a
historic resource to be eligible for listing on the CRHR, it must be significant at the local, state,
or national level under one or more of the following four criteria, which are very similar to the
NRHP criteria. These criteriaare that the resource:

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage

Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of atype, period, region, or method of construction,
or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history

As with the NRHP, in addition to meeting one of the four criteria, eligibility for the CRHR
requires that a building or property retain its integrity. According to the CRHR definition,
“integrity is the authenticity of a historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival
of characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance.” Historical resources
eligible for listing in the CRHR must meet one of the criteria of significance described above and
retain enough of their historic character or appearance to be recognizable as historical
resources and to convey the reasons for their significance (California Office of Historic
Preservation 2001).

Like the NRHP, integrity in the CRHR is evaluated for the seven aspects of integrity: location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feel, and association. It must also be judged with
reference to the particular criteriaunder which aresource is proposed for eligibility. Alterations
over time to a resource or historical changes in its use may themselves have historical, cultural,
or architectural significance.

Californialaw differs from the federal NRHP eligibility threshold in that it is possible that historic
resources that may not retain a high level of integrity (needed to meet the NRHP listing criteria)
may still be eligible for listing in the CRHR. A resource that has lost its historic character or
appearance may still have sufficient integrity for the CRHR if it maintains the potential to yield
significant scientific or historical information or specific data (California Office of Historic
Preservation 2001).

2.2.1 California Resources Status Codes

In California, the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) has established a series of
status codes that identify the National Register, State Register and local agency-eligibility and
listing “status” of historic properties. Status Codes are intended to be atool to classify historical
resources within the State. Status codes are assigned to all recorded resources by a numeric
system. The general evaluation categories are as follows:

1. Listedinthe NRHP or the CRHR.
2. Determined eligible for listing in the NRHP or the CRHR.
3. Appears eligible for listing in the NRHP or the CRHR through survey evaluation.
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Appears eligible for listing in the NRHP or the CRHR through other evaluation.
Recognized as historically significant by local government.

Not eligible for listing or designation as specified.

Not evaluated or needs re-evaluation.

No ok

Appendix F provides adetailed list of all the California Historical Resources Status Codes.

2.3 National Register of Historic Places

The NRHP significance criteria applied to evaluate the cultural resources in the investigation for
the Project are defined in Title 36 CFR Part 60.4 (36 CFR § 60.4). The CFR states:

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and
culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess the integrity of
the location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feel, and association; and the
aforementioned also possess the following traits:

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past

Embody the distinctive characteristics of atype, 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

D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history

In general, to be considered eligible for listing on the NRHP under these criteria, aresource
must be 50 years or older and have the necessary elements of integrity to convey its historical
associations and significance.

2.4 Local Regulations— City of Riverside Title 20

Title 20 of the City of Riverside Municipal Code (RMC) addresses the designation and
preservation of cultural resources, districts, and neighborhood conservation areas. In 1969, the
city adopted Title 20 into the RMC, creating both a city preservation ordinance and a Cultural
Heritage Board (CHB). According to Section 20.10.010 of the RMC, a historical or cultural
resource can be “improvements, buildings, structures, signs, features, sites, scenic areas, views
and vistas, places, areas, landscapes, trees, or other objects, which are of scientific, aesthetic,
educational, cultural, architectural, social, political, military, historical, or archaeological
significance to the citizens of the city, the state of California, the Southern Californiaregion, or
the nation, which may be determined eligible for designation or designated and determined to
be appropriate for preservation by the CHB, or by the city Council on appeal, pursuant to the
provisions of this Title, or which may be eligible for listing or designation on any currentor future
state or federal register.”

A cultural resource may be designated by the Riverside City Council on recommendation of the
CHB as a landmark pursuant to this title if it meets one or more of the following criteria:

1. Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the city’s cultural, social, economic, political,
aesthetic, engineering, architectural, or natural history

2. lIs identified with persons or events significant in local, state, or national history

3. Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of craftsmanship
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4. Represents the work of anotable builder, designer, or architect

5. Contributes to the significance of a historic area, being a geographically definable area
possessing a concentration of historic or scenic properties, or thematically related grouping
of propertiesthat contribute to each other and are unified aesthetically by plan or physical
development

6. Has a unique location or singular physical characteristics or is a view or vista representing
an established and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood community or of the city

7. Embodies elements of architectural design, detail, materials, or craftsmanship that represent
a significant structural or architectural achievement or innovation

8. Is similar to other distinctive properties, sites, areas, or objects based on a historic, cultural,
or architectural motif

9. Reflects significant geographical patterns, including those associated with differenteras of
settlement and growth, particular transportation modes, or distinctive examples of park or
community planning

10. Is one of the few remaining examples in the city, region, state, or nation possessing
distinguishing characteristics of an architectural or historical type or specimen. (Ord. 6263 §
1 (part), 1996) (Code Sec. 20.20.010)

2.5 Other Archaeological and Native American Federal
Regulations

* Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974: The Archeological and Historic
Preservation Act, also is known as the Archeological Recovery Act, requires that federal
agencies provide for the preservation of historical and archeological data that might
otherwise be destroyed as a result of ground disturbing activities caused by afederally
licensed activity or program (Public Law 93-291 and 16 U.S.C.469-469c).

* Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979: The Archaeological Resources
Protection Act (ARPA) governs the excavation of archaeological sites on federal and Native
American lands, including the removal and disposition of archaeological collections from
those sites. ARPA permits are required for projects that would resultin potential impacts on
federal lands, and ARPA violations can result in civil and criminal penalties.

* American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978: The American Indian Religious
Freedom Act (AIRFA) protects and preserves Native American rights of freedomto believe,
express, and exercise traditional religions. Consultation with tribes is prescribed, and federal
agencies shall consult with any tribe that attaches religious and cultural significance to any
such properties.

* Executive Order 11593 (1971), Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural
Environment: Executive Order 11593 requires federal agencies to manage their policies,
plans, and programs in such a way that federally owned historic properties (as defined
under Section 106 of NHPA) are preserved, restored, and maintained. The order requires
agencies to conduct surveys to locate sites of historic value on federally owned or controlled
land and to provide for their maintenance.
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* Executive Order 13007 (1996), Protection and Preservation of Native American Sacred
Sites: Issued in 1996, Executive Order 13007 directs federal agencies to allow Native
Americans the right to worship at sacred sites located on federal property and to prevent
activities that would adversely affect the physical integrity of such sites.

* Executive Order 13175 (2000), Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments: Issued in 2000, Executive Order 13175 directs federal agencies to
coordinate and consult with Indian tribal governments whose interests might be directly and
substantially affected by activities on federally administered lands.

* Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990: For activities on
federal lands, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)
requires consultation with appropriate Indian tribes prior to the intentional excavation, or
removal of human remains and objects of cultural patrimony. The law provides for the
repatriation of such items from federal agencies and federally assisted museums and other
repositories. A 1992 amendments to NHPA strengthened NAGPRA and encouraged the
protection of cultural items with ties to appropriate Indian tribes.
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The methodology for establishing the APE is based on the survey methodology establishedin
the APE Methodology Memorandum (April 7, 2020) and the SHPO concurred with the APE
definition on June 4, 2020. The methodology was also established in accordance with 36 CFR §
800.16(d). As the project description and elements that have the potential to affect historic
properties became further refined, an updated project description was sent to the California
SHPO on January 5, 2021 to ensure that the APE (as previously defined) remained valid. SHPO
response to the updated APE project description is pending.

3.1 Defining the Study Area and APE

The APE is established early in project development to determine the presence or absence of
historic and archaeological sites, objects, structures, buildings, districts, and landmarks in the
project areathat must be considered during project planning. The APE is defined in consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Officer, Native American tribes with connections to the area,
and the federal agency or agencies having jurisdiction over the Project. The APE encompasses
two elements. The first element is the Limits of Disturbance (LOD). This is the zone where there
may be ground disturbance from project construction (often referred to as the Direct APE). The
LOD includes both the horizontal and vertical areas associated with ground-disturbing and physical
construction activities.

Surrounding the LOD, the second element includes a buffer zone where there may be additional
effects on surrounding parcels from noise, vibration, or visual intrusions associated with
construction and post-construction project operation. This buffer zone is often referred to as the
APE for the historic built environment. Table 3-1 provides the APNs for the LOD and the built
environment APE for the Project, and Figure 3-1 shows all the APNs in the APE. Figure 3-2
provides the APE in a wider context within the City of Riverside.

Typically, the kinds of cultural resources subject to project impacts within the LOD are standing
buildings and buildings that may be demolished or modified, as well as archaeological sites on
the surface and buried below ground surface. Similarly, the kinds of cultural resources subjectto
less tangible project impacts within the buffer zone are standing buildings and structures that
may be harmed from vibration or that could potentially suffer from project-related increases in
noise and/or visual intrusions. The APE is drawn to include all parcels subject to the tangible
effects (ground disturbance) and less tangible effects (such as noise, vibration, and visual
intrusions).

The APE for this undertaking is defined as the area of land encompassed by the BNSF railroad
corridor to the west, Ninth Street (generally) to the north, Howard Avenue to the east, and 14t
Street to the south. The LOD is within this area (yellow shaded area in Figure 3-1), and the
maximum depth of disturbance across the LOD is 10 feet. The vertical limit of the APE is 35 feet
high to accommodate any visual effects caused by the extension of the pedestrian overpass.
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Table 3-1. Assessor Parcel Numbers

Parcel No. APN Parcel No. APN

1 211122001 *22 211201027
2 211122002 *23 211201028
3 211122003 *24 211201029
4 211122019 *25 211201030
5 211122020 26 211201036
6 211122021 *27 211201037
*7 211191004 *28 211201039
8 211191005 *29 211201040
*9 211191021 30 211203009
*10 211191026 31 211231001
*11 211191028 32 211231010
*12 211191030 33 211231024
*13 211191031 *34 211231025
*14 211191032 *35 213322014
*15 211191033 *36 213322015
*16 211201002 *37 213322021
*17 211201004 *38 215143017
*18 211201006 *39 215143018
*19 211201007 *40 215143024
*20 211201008 *41 211231026
*21 211201026

* Denotes parcel within archaeological APE
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Figure 3-1. Area of Potential Effect
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Figure 3-2is a U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute series topographic map that shows
the project area of potential effects and surrounding areas.

Figure 3-2. USGS Topographic Map (7.5-Minute Series) Riverside East, California 1967;
Photo Revised 1980
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3.2 Determining the Scope of Identification and
Evaluation Efforts

The survey methodology used to identify potential and existing historic resources within the
Project’s APE was based on best practices in the survey and inventory of historic properties,
established in NRHP Bulletin 24: Guidelines for Local Surveys: A Basis for Preservation
Planning. The survey and inventory of historic properties was also performed in accordance with
the survey methods established in 36 CFR § 800.4 and consisted of arecords review of
available reports and documents on file with the California Historical Resources Information
System (CHRIS), a search of the State’s Built Environment Resource Database (BERD), a
review of documents on file with the City of Riverside’s planning division, and areview of
documents provided by the RCTC. In December 2019, HELIX Environmental Planning (HELIX)
visited the Eastern Information Center (EIC) of CHRIS at the University of California, Riverside
and gathered information to help prepare for both the ASR (Appendix A) and this Historic
Resource Report (HRR). HELIX examined all available records and documents on file at
CHRIS-EIC located within 0.5-mile of the Project APE.

In addition to information on file at the CHRIS-EIC, HELIX and HNTB secured unpublished
cultural resources reports on file with the City of Riverside’s Community Development
Department, Planning Division. Relevant studies, tax assessments, real estate appraisals, and
other planning and engineering documents on file with RCTC were also examined prior to field
survey and site assessments. These materials are referencedin Chapter 8.0 and included in
Appendix B. Additionally, for certain unpublished studies, HNTB secured permission from the
relevant firms to use pertinent elements and primary data sources contained within these
studies.

RCTC and FTA contacted tribes, local historical groups, as well as state and national
organizations to gather information on historic properties within the APE. The Project Team also
gave a presentation to the City’s Cultural Heritage Board on December 16, 2020. The workshop
served to familiarize the board with the Project, invite them to comment on the undertaking, and
to answer any questions they might have. Following the meeting, a letter was sent to the board
inviting them to participate as Interested Parties in the CEQA Public Involvement and the
Section 106 process on January 11, 2021.

Tribal outreach occurred early in project planning, with letters sent to Native American groups
on February 25, 2020, APE methodology and consultation letters sent on April 3, 2020, and the
Project Team also met with tribal representatives on April 20, 2020 and June 3, 2020.

As the Project design continued to develop, design refinementstriggered the need to re-engage
with the California SHPO to ensure that the APE remained valid. On January 5, 2021, an
updated APE methodology memo with the updated project description was sent to the SHPO for
their review and comment. The updated project description did not cause any change to the
APE. SHPO response to the updated APE project description is pending.
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3.3 Reviewing the Existing Information and Identification
of Previously Recorded Historic Properties

3.3.1 Results of CHRIS-EIC Search

The CHRIS-EIC search results revealed that several cultural resources investigations have
occurred in the Project vicinity over the past few decades to support various planning and
project-specific land-use actions (Table 3-2). Three of the five survey boundaries overlap the
Project’s APE.

Table 3-2. Previous Cultural Resources Investigations Within 0.5 Mile of the Project APE

EIC
Report
No. Year | Report Name Author Within APE
RI-05802 | 2002 | Identification and Evaluation of Historic Tang, et al. No
Properties, Downtown Commuter Rail
Station Parking Expansion, City of
Riverside, Riverside County, California
RI-05999 | 2003 | Historic Building Evaluation, Former Royal Tang, et al. Yes
Citrus Company Packing Plant, 3075 Tenth
Street, City of Riverside, Riverside County,
California
RI-08959 | 2012 | Cultural Resources Assessment of Goodwin Yes (built
Construction Trenches for the Solar Max environment
Project, 3080 12t Street, in the city and APE;
county of Riverside, California (LSA, Inc. outside
Project No. JWL1201) LOD)
RI-09709 | 2015 | Cultural Resources Survey Mission Lofts, Mermilliod No
Riverside, Riverside County, California and Brunzell
RI-10652 | 2003 | San Jacinto Branch Line, Riverside County, | MyralL. Partially
California Determination of Eligibility and Frank &
Effects Report Associates,
Inc.

3.3.2 Previously Recorded Cultural Resources Within the Project

Area

CHRIS-EIC records show 536 previously recorded cultural resources within 0.5-mile of the
Project, 12 of which are within the Project APE (discussed in more detail in Chapter 4.0 and
Table 4-9). All but two of the 536 cultural resources are built environment resources. These
historic resources include residences, commercial and industrial properties, historic
infrastructure (including rail lines), and a few historic archaeological sites (addressed in the
ASR) associated with these built environment resources; theyrange in age from the 1880s to
the late 20th century.
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The historic archaeological resources that have been documented within the APE include a
portion of the Riverside Upper Canal (P-33-004495/CA-RIV-4495), acommercial property that
housed the ca. 1899 California lron Works and the ca. 1900 Parker Machine Works (P-33-
009769), the former Royal Citrus Company packing plant (P-33-013079), and a buried portion of
the alignment of the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) grade (P-33-021086/CA-RIV-7541).
Descriptions of these properties are included in the attached ASR (Appendix A).

3.3.3 Results of City of Riverside Records Search

The City of Riverside’s historic preservation program dates to 1969, and its municipal code
provides for the creation of a Cultural Heritage Board (CHB) and the ability for the City to
identify and help to protect historic resources that have local significance through the Certificate
of Appropriateness (permitting) process. As aresult, the City maintains a record of all cultural
resources that are considered local landmarks. A review of the City’s cultural resources
database, local landmarks list, and (locally-designated) historic districts maps revealed that one
potentially eligible (local register) historic districtand alocal register-eligible neighborhood
conservation area (like a district) cross over the APE boundary. Figure 3-3 shows the locations
of these districts and others located within a 0.5 mile of the Project APE: the Mission Inn Historic
District (H) (eligible for local register only - not NRHP eligible), the Seventh Street East Historic
District (F) (NRHP eligible), the Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area (V) (potentially
eligible for local register only - not NRHP eligible), and the Citrus Thematic Industrial Historic
District (P) (potentially eligible for local register only - not NRHP eligible). Of these, the Citrus
Thematic Industrial Historic District and the Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area
overlap the project APE boundaries. The resources within the Citrus Thematic Industrial Historic
District and within the APE (potentially eligible for local register only) include the FMC Complex
(3080 12t Street and 3087 12t Street/APE Map Nos. 17,18, 21, 28, and 33) and the warehouse
structures located at 3820 and 3888 Commerce Street (APE Map Nos. 1 and 2). The resources
within the Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area and within the APE include 2995 Ninth
Street, 3005 9th Street, 3015 Ninth Street, 2994 9th Street, 2982 Ninth Street, and 3006 9t
Street (APE Map Nos. 4,5, 6,7, 8, and 11).

Citrus Thematic Industrial Historic District

The Citrus Thematic Industrial Historic District (P) (shown in green in Figure 3-3) is a City of
Riverside-designated, potential historic district that is only recognized as such in the City’s
General Plan (City of Riverside, 2007). It is roughly bounded by 1st Street to the north, California
State Route 91 to the west, 12t Street to the south, and the Santa Fe Railroad to the west. The
district is identified by the City of Riverside as a potential historic district, eligible for local listing.

Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area

The Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area (V) (as shown in yellow in Figure 3-3) is
bounded to the west by Howard Avenue and to the east by Kansas Avenue, and comprises a
five-block-long section of 9t Street. The City of Riverside recognizes the conservation area as
potentially eligible for local listing. The area derives its significance from its association with the
Eastside neighborhood’s African American community, which, because of segregation and
income factors, settled in this part of town and purchased homes here. As aresult of the
Chinese Exclusion Act of the 1920s, African Americans provided labor for the local agricultural
industry. The residential resources and the individuals associated with them historically make
the district eligible for local listing.
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Project Area
of Potential
Effects

Figure 3-3. City of Riverside Listed and Potential Historic Districts and Neighborhood
Conservation Areas

3.4 Consultationwith Native American and Tribal Groups
and Updates

The FTA and RCTC conducted Native American consultation for compliance with Section 106 of
the NHPA. HELIX contacted the Native American Heritage Commission on December 11, 2019
for aSacred Lands File search and list of Native American contacts for the Project area. RCTC
sent notification letters on February 25, 2020 to the tribal contacts identified by the Native
American Heritage Commission inviting them to initiate consultation in compliance with
Assembly Bill (AB) 52 under CEQA. Correspondence with the commission and Tribes is
included as Appendix C of the ASR (Confidential Appendices, bound separately). Additional
coordination regarding the updated APE was sent to the Tribes on February 25, 2021.

3.5 Information from the Public and Interested Parties

Public outreach is anticipated as part of the environmental process and development of the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which will take place as the Project progresses. Section
106 of the NHPA also provides for opportunities for the public to comment on the Project. In
anticipation of the need to provide the public with opportunities to comment on the Project,
including the identification of Interested and Consulting Parties pursuant to Section 106 of the
NHPA, the following list of local, state, and national organizations (potential stakeholders) was
developed for use by the FTA and RCTC in their continuing efforts to engage the public:

* American Association for State and Local History, John Dichtl
» California Citrus State Historic Park

* The California Historical Society, Alicia L. Goehring

* California Preservation Foundation, Cindy Heitzman

* City of Riverside, Scott Watson
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* Japanese American Citizens League, Riverside Chapter

* FMC Site used to have a Japanese community), Meiko Inaba

* Lincoln Park Neighborhood Group

* Museum of Riverside, Robyn G. Peterson, Ph.D.

* National Trust for Historic Preservation, Betsy Merritt, Chris Morris
* Old Riverside Foundation, Mike Gentile

* Orange Valley Masonic Lodge No. 13

* Riverside African-American Historic Society, Rose Mayes

* Riverside County Mexican American Historical Society, Linda Salinas Thompson
* Riverside Historical Society, Kim Jarrell Johnson

* Riverside Neighborhood Partnership

* Riverside Preservation Group (now defunct), Deryl W. Crossman

* The Mission Inn Foundation, Jarod Hoogland

In December 2020, the Project team gave a presentation to the City of Riverside’s, Cultural
Heritage Board (CHB) in a virtual format. David Lewis, RCTC Capital Projects Manager, and
Kimberly Demuth, HNTB Architectural Historian, provided the CHB with an overview of the
project, efforts to identify historic and culturally significant resources within the APE, and invited
the CHB to participate as an Interested Party in the Section 106 process. Shortly after, aformal
letter inviting them to get involved in the project was mailed out on January 11, 2021 to the
City’s historic preservation officer. In addition, letters were sentto the recipients listed (above)
and RCTC received three responses and comments. The comments from the City of Riverside
Metropolitan Museum received on January 25, 2021, provided additional information about the
significance of Lincoln Park (No. 31 in the APE) and brought to the project team’s attention that
there are significant resources outside the APE but in the general vicinity. The museum
recommended that a historical archaeologist assess sites prior to grading near the lodge
(outside the APE) and any houses to be acquired/demolished. The City of Riverside provided
additional comments on February 2, 2021, regarding the historic status of the Mission Inn
Historic District (not NRHP eligible) and the seventh Street Historic District (NRHP eligible).

The Old Riverside Foundation provided comments on February 17, 2021 regarding the FMC
complex’s historic significance to Riverside’s history, including 3080 10th Street, which is also a
part of the FMC complex. They also indicated that there are historic residences in the APE,
beyond the Limits of Disturbance, on Howard Avenue and 12th Street. And finally, they brought
to the project team’s attention the historic masonic lodges in the Eastside neighborhood. In May
2021, the Project team gave a presentation to the Old Riverside Foundation in a virtual format.
David Lewis, RCTC Capital Projects Manager, and Kimberly Demuth, HNTB Architectural
Historian, provided the Old Riverside Foundation with an overview of the project, historic
resources within the APE and development of avoidance alternatives and consideration of
adaptive reuse. As a follow-up to the meeting, RCTC and FTA responded to questions and
concerns articulated by the board in the form of ajoint letter to ORF on June 21, 2021.
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Background research was conducted to identify the presence/absence of buildings, sites,
objects, districts and other related cultural resources, and included areview of previous cultural
resources surveys and studies, site forms and previous recordation of historic structures
(Department of Parks and Recreation [DPR] forms), City of Riverside files review and context
statements, General Plan, Historic Preservation Element, and the Eastside Neighborhood Plan,
Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, historic topo maps, property appraisals, structural engineering
reports, Riverside County parcel data, and readily-available content on the internet. A context,
including the geographic -or environmental -setting, pre-contact cultural setting, Spanish
settlement era, early Euro-American settlement (American Period), and a historic context for the
development of the City of Riverside and the citrus industry is included in this section as well.

4.1 Summary of Historic Property Identification

The CHRIS-EIC search results revealed that several cultural resources investigations have
been performed in the Project vicinity over the past few decades to support various planning
and project-specific land-use actions. The records search results identified five previous cultural
resource studies within 0.5 mile of the APE (Table 3-2), three of which overlapped the APE
boundary.

A review of the City’s Historic Preservation Element in the City’s General Plan and associated
maps identified historic districts and local landmarks within the APE (City of Riverside, 2007).
There are four locally-designated historic districts/conservation areas that are close to or
overlapping the APE (Figure 3-3). The two City of Riverside (potentially) locally eligible districts
that overlap the APE are the Citrus Thematic Industrial Historic District and the Ninth Street
Neighborhood Conservation Area. The following is asummary of the historic built environment
identification efforts:

* There are 41 parcels within the APE, 27 of which contain historic-era, built environment
resources.

* There are 12 previously-recorded, built environment, historic resources in the APE.
* There are five newly-recorded, built environment, historic resourcesin the APE.
* Theremaining parcels are either parking lots, the Metrolink station, or vacant lots.

Tables 4-1 through 4-8 provide information regarding the previously and newly recorded historic
resources in the APE.

Previously Recorded Historic Resources

Eleven of the twelve previously recorded historic-era, built environment resources are either
individually eligible or contributing to a locally-designated, multi-component resource and
identified through survey evaluation. They include the following:
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Table 4-1. Food Machinery Corporation Complex

. Property Name
APE No. Site Address APN (if applicable) and SHPO ID
17 211201004
18 211201006
FMC Complex Plant 1
19 3087 12t Street | 211201007
P-33-09769
21 211201026
28 211201039
FMC Complex Plant 2
33 3080 12th Street | 211231024
P-33-09769
Table 4-2. Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area
. Property Name
APE No. Site Address | APN (if applicable) and SHPO ID
Ninth Street Neighborhood
4 2995 9th Street | 211122019 Conservation Area
P-33-027654
Ninth Street Neighborhood
5 3005 9th Street | 211122020 Conservation Area
P-33-011902
Ninth Street Neighborhood
6 3015 9th Street | 211122021 Conservation Area
P-33-027656
Ninth Street Neighborhood
7 2994 9th Street | 211191004 Conservation Area
P-33-027653
Ninth Street Neighborhood
8 2982 9th Street | 211191005 Conservation Area
P-33-027651
Ninth Street Neighborhood
11 3006 9th Street | 211191028 Conservation Area
P-33-027655
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Table 4-3. 12t Street Residences

. Property Name

APE No. Site Address APN (if applicable) and SHPO ID
Unknown

22 3021 12t Street | 211201027
P-33-027705
Unknown

23 3009 12th Street | 211201028
P-33-021704

Of the previously recorded properties within the APE, one property was found not eligible for the
CRHR and NRHP — the Royal Citrus Packing House.

Table 4-4. 3075 10th Street

. Property Name
APE No. Site Address APN (if applicable) and SHPO ID
Royal Citrus Packing House
14 3075 10t Street 211119032
P-33-13079

Newly Recorded Historic Resources in the APE

Of the five newly recorded properties within the APE, only one is recommended eligible for the
CRHR and NRHP — the multi-component resource located on asingle parcel (4110 through
4140 Howard Avenue). The historic resource comprises four dwellings located on one parcel.
Collectively, they represent early iterations of worker’s houses, two of which take on the form of
a Shotgun House.

Table 4-5. 4110, 4120, 4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue

Property Name

APE No. Site Address APN (if applicable)

4110 Howard Avenue
4120 Howard Avenue
30 211203009 Worker’s Houses
4130 Howard Avenue

4140 Howard Avenue

The remaining (newly recorded) resources within the APE are recreational and commercial
structures, including Lincoln Park warehouses on Commerce Streetand a commercial/retail
resource. The warehouses are recommended eligible as City of Riverside local landmarks only,
as contributing features to the Citrus Industry Thematic District (should a district be extant). The
commercial retail establishment on 14t Street is not recommended eligible for national, state, or
local listing.
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Table 4-6. Lincoln Park

. Property Name
APE No. Site Address APN (if applicable)
Howard Avenue Lincoln Park
31 and 12t Street 211123001
Table 4-7. 3820 and 3888 Commerce Street
APE No. Site Address APN Property Name
(if applicable)
1 3820 Commerce Street | 211122001 Ross Vending
2 3888 Commerce Street | 211122002 Unknown
Table 4-8. 3021 14th Street
APE No. Site Address APN BIopertyNania
(if applicable)
32 3021 14t Street 211231010 Set Free Thrift Store

Table 4-9 provides acompiled list of all the parcels in the APE, with additional details about the
land use, age of structures, and whether or not the individual parcel is associated with a historic
resource. Section 4.5 and 4.6 provides a historic context and additional information about the
newly identified and previously identified historic resources within the APE. HNTB prepared
DPR 523 forms for all historic-era, built environment resources in the APE that are 45 years or
older, either as a newly recorded resource or an update to the existing inventory forms
(Appendix C). These forms provide full descriptions of each historic resource, as well as
eligibility recommendations for the NRHP and CRHR, and a current description and evaluation
of integrity. Table 4-9 presents all the parcels (APNs) within the APE, cross-referenced with an
address that also correlates the properties in the APE map with an assigned APE number

(Figure 3-1).
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Table 4-9 Previously Recorded and Newly Recorded Built Environment Resources Within the Project APE

APE Property or Historic | Architectural NRHP Project
Map Address APN Property Type | Year Built perty u Materials Eligibility | SHPO ID Location/Project
Community Name | Name Style . .
No. Status Activity
1 3820 Commerce Street | 211122001 Commercial 1921 Unknown Unknown | Utilitarian Load-bearing concrete, built-up 5D2/6Z Pending North boundary of
warehouse roof APE
2 3888 Commerce Street | 211122002 Commercial 1921 Unknown Unknown | Utilitarian Lo_ad-bearlng concrete brick, 5D2/6Z Pending North boundary of
warehouse built-up roof APE
3 3791 Commerce Street | 211122003 | Vacant Lot N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Single-family oth Street Wood frame with stucco Howard Avenue
4 2995 9t Street 211122019 ) ca. 1900 Neighborhood Unknown | Vernacular cladding asphalt composition 5D1 33-027654 : o
residence . . Extension vicinity
Conservation Area shingle roof
. . oth Street Wood frame with stucco
5 3005 9th Street 211122030 Slngle—famlly ca. 1900 Neighborhood Unknown | Craftsman cladding and asphalt 5D1 33-011902 Howarc_i Ave_n_u<_e
residence . - : BERD 3526 Extension vicinity
Conservation Area composition shingle roof
. . 9th Street Wood frame with stucco
6 3015 9t Street 211122021 | Single-family . 1900 Neighborhood Unknown | Vernacular cladding and asphalt 5D1 33-27656 | Howard Avenue
residence . » : BERD 3528 | Extension vicinity
Conservation Area composition shingle roof
: . oth Street Wood frame with stucco
7+ 2994 9t Street 211191004 | Sngle-family 0,0 Neighborhood Unknown | Postwar Minimal | cladding and asphalt 5D1 33-27653 Howard Avenue
residence . " : BERD 3524 | Extension vicinity
Conservation Area composition shingle roof
. . oth Street Wood frame with stucco-
8 2982 9t Street 211191005 Slngle-famlly 1902 Neighborhood Unknown | Folk Vernacular | cladding, asphalt composition 5D1 33-27651 Howarq Ave_n_ue_:
residence . . BERD 3522 Extension vicinity
Conservation Area shingle roof
West Coast steel beams and corrugated Howard Avenue
o* 2989 10t Street 211191021 | Commercial 1992 Standard Auto Unknown | N/A ) ug N/A N/A : NUE
Parts metal sheathing Extension vicinity
10* N/A 211191026 | Parking lot N/A RCTC parking lot | N/A N/A Asphalt N/A N/A l'z rtOposed parking
: . oth Street Wood frame with stucco-
11* 3006 9th Street 211191028 Slngle-famlly ca. 1915 Neighborhood Unknown | Vernacular cladding, asphalt composition 5D1/5D2 33-027655 Howar(_j Ave_n_ug
residence . . BERD 3527 Extension vicinity
Conservation Area shingle roof
12+ N/A 211191030 | Parking lot N/A RCTC parkinglot | Unknown | N/A Asphalt N/A N/A I'Z rto'oosed parking
13+ N/A 211191031 | Parking lot N/A RCTC parking lot | Unknown | N/A Asphalt N/A N/A I'Z rtOposed parking
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i Property or Historic | Architectural Rl e
Map Address APN Property Type | Year Built perty - Materials Eligibility | SHPO ID Location/Project
Community Name | Name Style . .
No. Status Activity
Royal . .
. . load-bearing brick masonry,
14* 3075 10t Street 211191032 Commercial ca. 188510 Eastside Cltru_s Co. Utilitarian wood, corrugated metal, 6Z 33-13079 Howarq Ave_n_ue_:
warehouse present Packing . L Extension vicinity
standing seam metal siding
Plant
. . Howard Avenue
*
15 N/A 211191033 | Parking lot N/A RCTC parking lot Unknown | N/A Asphalt N/A N/A Extension vicinity
Metrolink
Station N/A
16* N/A 211201002 |Also Contains | v/grious City of Riverside | Unknown | N/A Concrete 6Z CA-RIV-4495, | Adiacent o railroad
Portions of the tracks
Upper Riverside P-33-4495
Canal
So Cal . :
17* 3084 10t Street 211201004 | Light industrial 1915 Gas Mission Revival | Concrete brick, terra cottatile 51 P-33-09769 Adjacent to railroad
3D tracks
FMC Complex Company
18+ 3087 12t Street 211201006 | Lightindustrial | 1973 FMC Complex FMC Utilitarian Concrete >S1 p-33-00769 | Adiacentto railroad
Complex Stucco 3D tracks
19 3087 12t Street 211201007 | Lightindustrial | ca. 1938 FMC Complex FMC Utilitarian Corrugated metal >S1 p-33-09769 | ~diacentto railroad
Complex 3D tracks
20* 3034 10 Street 211201008 | Vacant lot N/A N/A N/A N/A Unpaved N/A N/A Howard Avenue
Extension vicinity
21* 3087 12th Street 211201026 | Lightindustrial | ca. 1938 FMC Complex FMC Utilitarian Concrete Sl P-33-09769 Adjacent to railroad
Complex 3D tracks
_ , Wood frame with stucco :
22* 3021 12th Street 211201027 Slngle-famlly ca. 1900 Agosto Residence | Unknown vernacular cladding and asphalt 5S3 P-33-027705 Adjacent to FMC
residence Bungalow - : Plant 1
composition shingle roof
. . Wood frame with stucco
- th
23* | 3009 12t Street 21120102¢ | Sngle-family g5 Ballesteros Unknown | ¥ ernacular cladding and asphalt 553 p-33-21704 | JOMMerof 127and
residence Residence Bungalow - . Howard
composition shingle roof
Metrolink
Station N/A
. 1996 i i
24+ N/A 211201029 |Also Contains _ Metrolink Station | N/A N/A Concrete 62 CA-RIV-44g95; | Adiacentto railroad
Sections of the | Various tracks
Upper Riverside P-33-4495
Canal
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i Property or Historic | Architectural D Hie s
Map Address APN Property Type | Year Built P y_ Materials Eligibility | SHPO ID Location/Project
Community Name | Name Style . .
No. Status Activity
25¢ | 3010 11t Street 211201030 | Vacant lot N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A :owarc.' Avenue
xtension vicinity
26 4020 Howard Avenue | 211201036 | Parking lot N/A N/A N/A N/A Cell tower, asphalt N/A N/A Howard Avenue
Extension vicinity
27+ N/A 211201037 | Vacant lot N/A N/A N/A N/A Unpaved N/A N/A Howard Avenue
Extension vicinity
L . A 5S1 Vicinity of new
28* 3087 12th Street 211201039 | Lightindustrial | 1938 FMC Complex Plant 1 Utilitarian Concrete, stucco, wood P-33-09769
3D platform and tracks
Transportation
. N/A
Also Contains 1996 . . Vicinity of new
20* N/A 211201040 | portions of the , Metrolink Station | N/A N/A Concrete, metal 6Z CA-RIV-4495;
ST Various platform and tracks
Upper Riverside P-33-4495
Canal
ca. 1930 Shotgun House
4110 Howard Avenue h
i-fami ca. 1930 Shotgun House iti
30 4120 Howard Avenue 211203004 Mu!tl famlly Howard' Avenue Unknown qud, asphalt composition 3D/3CB Pending Howaro_l Avgn_ug
4130 Howard Avenue residential ca. 1955 Worker's Houses Vernacular shingles Extension vicinity
4140 Howard Avenue
ca 1910 Vernacular
. . Lincoln . Howard Avenue
31 12t and Howard 211231001 | Recreational ca. 1925 Lincoln Park N/A Concrete, wood, grass 6Z Pending : L
Park Extension Vicinity
32 3021 14t Street 211231010 | Commercial ca. 1960 Set Free Thrift Unknown Mid-Century Concrete block, metal, glass 6Z Pending Southeaslt of FMC
Modern Complex's Plant 2
FMC 5S1 South of proposed
33 3080 12t Street 211231024 | Light Industrial | 1942 SolarMax Complex | Utilitarian Concrete, wood, glass P-33-09769 prop
3D platform and tracks
Plant 2
Transportation
Also Contai NIA
so Contains i
34* N/A 213321025 | portions of the | Various Metrolink Station Unknown | N/A Concrete, metal 6Z CA-RIV-4495; E)lcjzzrartieonr: station
Upper Riverside P-33-4495
Canal
35* N/A 213322014 | Transportation Unknown Metrolink Station Unknown | N/A Concrete, metal N/A N/A E)lézrartieonr: station
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LiFE Property or Historic | Architectural NRHP i
Map Address APN Property Type | Year Built P y_ Materials Eligibility | SHPO ID Location/Project
Community Name | Name Style . .
No. Status Activity
36* N/A 213322015 | Transportation | Unknown Metrolink Station Unknown | N/A Concrete, metal N/A N/A I((:)légt(iaonr: station
Transportation
. N/A
Also Contains , , , . | North of current
37* N/A 213322021 | portions of the | Various Metrolink Station Unknown | N/A Metal, wood, ballast 6Z CA-RIV-4495; station location
Upper Riverside P-33-4495
Canal
38* N/A 215143017 | Transportation | Unknown Metrolink Station Unknown | N/A Concrete, grass N/A N/A Nor_t hof cur_rent
station location
39* N/A 215143018 | Transportation | Unknown Metrolink Station Unknown | N/A Asphalt N/A N/A Nor_th of current
station location
Transportation
Also Contai A
so Contains ) ) BNSF North of current
* . - - .
40 N/A 215143024 | portions of the | Various BNSF Railway Railroad N/A Metal, wood, ballast 6Z CA-RIV-4495; station location
Upper Riverside P-33-4495
Canal
EMC 551 Adjacent to
41* N/A 211231026 | Commercial Unknown SolarMax N/A Asphalt, landscaping P-33-09769 | proposed station
Complex 3D improvements

*Denotes Parcels within the LOD (Limits of Ground Disturbance).

APE = area of potential effect

APN = assessor parcel number

BERD = Built Environment Resource Directory

ca. = circa

CR = California Register

FMC = Food Machinery Corporation

ID = Identification

N/A = not applicable

NR = National Register

NRHP = National Register of Historic Places

RCTC = Riverside County Transportation Commission

SHPO = State Historic Preservation Officer

3B: Appears eligible for NRHP both individually and as a contributor to a NR-eligible multicomponent resource like a district through survey evaluation.
3CB: Appears eligible for CRHR both individually and as a contributor to a CR-eligible multicomponent resource through survey evaluation.
3D: Appears eligible for NR as a contributor to a NR-eligible multi-component resource through survey evaluation.
5D1: Contributor to a multi-component resource that s listed or designated locally.

5D2: Contributor to a multi-component resource that s eligible for local listing or designation.

5S1: Individually listed or designated locally.

5S3: Appears to be individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation.

6Z: Found ineligible for NR, CR, or local designation through survey evaluation
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4.2 Study Area: Environmental Setting

The climate of western Riverside County is characterized as a semi-arid environment with low humidity
and rainfall. Almost all rainfall occurs in the winter, but the region can also experience rare, intense
summer thunderstorms. Wind is also a strong feature of this climatic regime, with dry winds in excess of
25 miles per hour in the late winter and early spring (NOAA, 20143). The project area s characterized
predominantly by urban development comprised of transportation infrastructure, including rail lines, and
residential, large-scale recreational/commercial, and industrial development.

Geologically, the Project is situated in an area that served as a catchment basin for alluvial sediments
washed down from the surrounding mountains and hills. The project area and its surroundings are
underlain by old alluvial fan deposits (late to middle Pleistocene) (Morton and Cox, 2001). Three soil
series are mapped for the Project APE: Hanford coarse sandy loam (2 to 8 percent slopes), Burenfine
sandy loam (2 to 8 percent slopes, eroded), and Arlington fine sandy loam (2 to 8 percent slopes).
Hanford coarse sandy loam is found in the central portion of the Project, Buren fine sandy loamin the
southern portion of the Project, and Arlington fine sandy loam in the northern portion of the Project
(Web Soil Survey, n.d.). Arlington and Hanford are granite-derived alluviums found in alluvial fans and
terraces. The Buren series is alluvium derived mostly from basic igneous rocks and partly from other
crystalline rocks. These soils generally support grasses and forbs, including wild oats, ripgut brome,
soft chess, filaree, foxtail, mustard, and coast live oak (Nelson et al., 1917). Many of the animal species
living within these communities (such as rabbits, deer, small mammals, and birds) would have been
used by native inhabitants as well. Water would have been available in streams and washes in
proximity to the project area.

4.3 Cultural Setting
4.3.1 Prehistory

Proposed dates for the earliest human occupation in California vary from around 20,000 years ago to
10,000 years ago. Several researchers have argued for the presence of Pleistocene humans in
California (Carter, 1957, 1978, 1980; Minshall, 1976); however, these sites identified as "early man" are
all controversial. The material from the sites is generally considered non-artifactual, and the
investigative methodology is often questioned (Moratto, 1984). The most widely recognized timeline for
the prehistory of Southern California was proposed by Wallace (1955) and divides the region’s
prehistory into four main periods, or “horizons:” Early, Milling Stone (Archaic Period), Intermediate, and
Late horizons.

The best example of Early Prehistoric Period archaeological evidence in Southern Californiais in the
San Dieguito complex of San Diego County, dating to over 9,000 years ago (Warren, 1967; Warren et
al., 2004). The San Dieguito Tradition is thought by most researchers to have an emphasis on big
game hunting and coastal resources (Warren, 1967). The material culture of the San Dieguito complex
consists primarily of scrapers, scraper planes, choppers, large blades, and large projectile points. In
some areas of California, the Early Prehistoric Period is oftenreferredto as the Paleo-Indian Period
and is associated with the last Ice Age, occurring during the Terminal Pleistocene (pre-10,000 years
ago), and the Early Holocene, beginning circa(ca.) 10,000 years ago (Erlandson, 1994, 1997).

® Complete reference information for all the citations in this section are provided in the ASR (Appendix A of this
report).
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The Millingstone Horizon, or Archaic Period, dates from 7,000 to 8,600 to 1,300to 3,000 years ago and
is generally consistent with the Oak Grove Complex of Santa Barbara, the Topanga Complex of Los
Angeles, and the La Jolla Complex of San Diego (Warren et al., 2004). The Millingstone Horizon is also
referred to as the Encinitas Tradition (Warren, 1968). The Encinitas Tradition is generally “recognized
by Millingstone assemblages in shell middens, often near sloughs and lagoons” (Moratto, 1984:147).
According to Wallace, “a changeover from hunting to the collection of seedfoods is clearly reflected in
the archaeological record for the period between 6,000 and 3,000 Before Christ (B.C.). The importance
of seeds in the diet of the prehistoric peoples can be seen in the numbers of food-grinding implements
present at their settlements” (Wallace, 1978:28). Basin metates, manos, discoidals, a small number of
Pinto series and Elko series points, and flexed burials are also characteristic. Most of the
archaeological evidence for Archaic Period occupation in Southern Californiais derived from sites
located in near-coastal valleys and around estuaries that are present along the San Diego coast
(Warren et al., 2004).

In Riverside County, the Archaic Period occupation is represented by diagnostic artifacts and
radiocarbon dates identified at sites situated the within Perris and Domenigoni valleys (Bettinger, 1974,
Goldberg, 2001; Robinson, 2001). Archaeological excavations conducted for the Perris Reservoir
Project in Perris Valley yielded radiocarbon dates of ca. 2,200 Before Present (BP) (Bettinger, 1974),
and several sites identified during archaeological studies conducted for the Eastside Reservoir
(Diamond Valley Lake) Project dated to what the researchers termed the Middle Archaic (7,000 to
4,000 years ago) and Late Archaic (4,000 to 1,500 years ago) periods (Goldberg, 2001).

Dates for the Intermediate Horizon vary by locale but can generally be dated to between 2,000 B.C.
and 500 Anno Domino (A.D.). (Elsasser, 1978). The Intermediate Horizon is consistent with the hunting
culture of SantaBarbara County and is characterized by the presence of Pinto style points, named after
the Pinto Basin in Riverside County, an increased use of the mortar and pestle, and the consumption of
fleshier foods such as acorns as opposed to small, hard seeds (Stickel, 1978). This change resulted in
the adoption of amore sedentary lifestyle, as seen in the presence of seasonal campsites (Van Horn,
1980).

The Late Prehistoric period in Southern Californiais characterized by the incursion of Uto-Aztecan-
speaking people who occupied large portions of the Great Basin and an area stretching from southermn
Arizona and northwest and central Mexico into Nevada, Oregon, and Idaho (Miller, 1986). The
expansion of the Takic group into Southern Californiais unrefined, but several scholars have
hypothesized as to when and how the so-called “Uto Aztecan wedge” occurred. Sutton (2009) argues
that the Takic group expanded into Southern California from the San Joaquin Valley about 3,500 years
ago. Moratto (1984) also proposes that Takic expansion into the southern coast region correlates to the
end of the Early Period (Late Archaic) ca. 3,200 to 3,500 years ago, while Golla (2007) suggests an
expansion of Uto-Aztecan speakers into Southern California at approximately 2,000 years ago.

While the exact chronology of Takic-speaking groups’ immigration to Southern Californiaremains
uncertain, the beginning of the Late Prehistoric Period is marked by evidence of anumber of new tool
technologies and subsistence shifts in the archaeological record and is characterized by higher
population densities and intensification of social, political, and technological systems. The changes
include the production of pottery and the use of the bow and arrow for hunting, instead of atlatl and
dart, a reduction of shellfish gatheringin some areas, an increase in the storage of foodstuffs such as
acorns, and new traits such as the cremation of the dead (Gallegos, 2002; McDonald and Eighmey,
1998).

Native American population figures in the region substantially increased toward the end of the Late
Prehistoric Period. After 1600 A.D., achange occurred in settlementand subsistence patterns, and
land use intensified in the region, which was reflected into the Ethnohistoric Period (Bean et al., 1991,
Goldberg, 2001; Wilke, 1974, 1978).
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4.3.2 Ethnohistory

The Projectis located in an area that appears to have been used and/or occupied by various Native
peoples, especially after European contact, when many Native people were forced from their traditional
lands or moved at least seasonally to take work on ranches and in other enterprises. The NAHC
identified Cahuilla, Luisefio, Gabrielefio (Gabrielifio, Tongva), Serrano, and Tataviam/Kitanemuk/
Vanyume tribes and individuals as potentially affiliated with the area (see NAHC correspondence in
Appendix C, Confidential Appendices).

Cahuilla

The Cahuilla termiviatim refers to those who speak the Cahuillalanguage and is also a recognition of a
commonly shared cultural tradition (Bean, 1972; Strong, 1929). Prehistorically, the Cahuillaterritory
was topographically diverse, occupying elevations from 11,000 feet in the San Bernardino Mountains to
below sea level at the Salton Sea (Bean, 1978). The Cahuillaare thought to have been in part
distinguished from other Uto-Aztecan-speaking groups (the Luisefo, Serrano, and Gabrielino) by
mountain ranges and plains, but they are known to have interacted regularly with these and other
groups throughtrade, intermarriage, ritual, and war. Cahuilla villages were commonly situated within
canyons extending into mountain ranges or on nearby alluvial fans, typically near sources of water and
food (Bean 1978; Bean et al., 1991). The diverse habitat of the Cahuillaenabled a wide variety of plant
and animal species to be used for food, goods manufacture, and medicine (Bean, 1978).

Luisefo

The name Luisefio derives from Mission San Luis Rey de Franciaand has been used to referto the
Indians associated with the mission. The Luisefio language belongs to the Cupan group of the Takic
subfamily and is part of the widespread Uto-Aztecan language family (Bean and Shipek, 1978;
Sparkman, 1908; White, 1963). Neighboring groups that speak Cupan languages are Cupefio, Cahuilla,
and Gabrielino.

Luisefio social organization is noted for: "(1) extensive proliferation of social statuses, (2) clearly
defined ruling families that interlocked various rancherias within the ethnic nationality, (3) a
sophisticated philosophical structure associated with the taking of hallucinogenics (datura), and (4)
elaborate ritual paraphernalia including sand paintings symbolic of an avenging sacred being named
Chinigchingish" (Bean and Shipek, 1978:550).

Material culture of the Luisefio people found archaeologically includes small, triangular, pressure-flaked
projectile points; milling implements: mortars and pestles, manos and metates, and bedrock milling
features; bone awls; Olivellashell beads; other stone and shell ornaments; pottery vessels, red and
black pictographs, cremations, and later, “such nonaboriginal items as metal knives and glass beads”
(Meighan, 1954:223).

Gabrielino

The Gabrielino occupied most of present day Los Angeles and Orange counties, extending along the
coast from the southern portion of the Santa Monica Mountains to the northern portion of the Santa Ana
Mountains and east along the watersheds of the Los Angeles, San Gabriel, and Santa Ana rivers (Bean
and Smith, 1978). Additionally, the Gabrielino occupied several offshore islands, including San
Clemente, Santa Catalina, and San Nicholas. The hame Gabrielino stems from one of the two major
Spanish missions established in the Gabrielino territory, the San Gabriel Mission. The Gabrielino were
among the most powerful and populous ethnic nationalities in California’s prehistory; however few
ethnographic studies were accomplished, and therefore little is known of them (Bean and Smith, 1978).
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At the time of Spanish explorer Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo’s entrance into Gabrielino territory, it is
estimated that their population may have reached nearly 5,000 people (Bean and Smith 1978; Shipley,
1978). They were semi-nomadic and subsisted on a hunter-gatherer lifestyle in the rich landscape,
abundant in coastal resources, as well as acorns, pine nuts, and small game. The Gabrielino
settlements were situated near water courses; permanent villages were always established “in the
fertile lowlands along rivers and streams” (Bean and Smith, 1978: 540). Both primary and subsistence
villages were occupied continuously, with smaller gathering camps being intermittently occupied,
depending on the season and resource. Gabrielino people maintained arich material culture of varied
and technical tools.

Like their neighbors, the Chumash, they created wooden planked canoes, called ti'ats, which allowed
them to populate and exploit the resources of the Southern Channel Islands (Welch, 2006:3-4). Among
these resources was steatite, atype of soapstone that was carved into vessels and ornaments and
traded with neighboring tribes. The Gabrielino also created rock art and produced ceramic vessels.
They used asphaltum, which occurs naturally in the area, both as a waterproof seal and as an adhesive
to attach shell decorations to items. Other tools included portable mortars and metates, scrapers,
knives, drills, paddles, wooden spoons and bowls, bone saws, needles, fishhooks, awls, slings, clubs,
and baskets (Bean and Smith, 1978). Their pre-contact and contact period burial practices included
cremation and flexed burials (Moratto, 1984).

4.4 History
4.4.1 Spanish Period

The first documented Spanish contact in what is now Riverside County was by Spanish military captain
Juan Bautista de Anza who led expeditionsin 1774 and 1775 from Sonorato Monterey (Bolton, 1930).
Anza embarked on the initial expedition to explore aland route northward through Californiafrom
Sonorawith the second expedition bringing settlers across the land route to strengthen the colonization
of San Francisco (Rolle, 1963). Anza’s route led from the San Jacinto Mountains northwest through the
San Jacinto Valley, which was named “San José” by Anza. Little documentation exists of Anza’s route
being used after the two expeditions, although it was likely used to bring Spanish supplies into the
newly colonized Alta California (Lech, 2004). In 1781, the Spanish government closed the route due to
uprisings by the Yuman Indians. However, by that time, the missions were established and self-
sufficient; thus, the need for Spanish supplies from Sonora had begun to diminish.

Although Riverside County proved to be too far inland to include any missions within its limits, Missions
San Juan Capistrano and San Luis Rey de Francia, established in 1776 and 1798 respectively, claimed
a large part of southwestern Riverside County. Due to the inland geographical location of the Cahuilla
territory, the Spanish missions did not have as direct an effect on them as it did on the Luisefio who
lived along the coast (Bean, 1978). On the coast, the Luisefio were moved into the mission
environment where living conditions and diseases promoted the decline of the Luisefio population
(Bean and Shipek, 1978). However, throughout the Spanish Period, the influence of the Spanish
progressively spread further from the coast and into the inland areas of Southern California as missions
San Luis Rey and San Gabriel extended their influence into the surrounding regions and used the lands
for grazing cattle and other animals.

In the 1810s, ranchos and mission outposts called asistencias were established, increasing the amount
of Spanish contact in the region. An asistencia was established in Pala in 1818 and in San Bernardino
in 1819. Additionally, Rancho San Jacinto was established for cattle grazing in the San Jacinto Valley
(Bean and Vane, 1980; Brigandi, 1999). In 1820, Father Payeras, a senior mission official, promoted
the idea that the San Bernardino and Pala asistencias be developed into full missions in order to
establish an inland mission system (Lech, 2004). However, Mexico won its independence from Spain in
1821 bringing an end to the Spanish Period in California.
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4.4.2 Mexican Period

Although Mexico gained its independence from Spain in 1821, Spanish patterns of culture and
influence remained for atime. The missions continued to operate as they had in the past, and laws
governing the distribution of land were also retained in the 1820s. Following secularization of the
missions in 1834, large ranchos were granted to prominent and well-connected individuals, usheringin
the Rancho Era, with society making a transition from one dominated by the church and the military to a
more civilian population, with people living on ranchos or in pueblos.

In order to obtain a rancho, an applicant submitted a petition containing personal information and aland
description and map (disefio). Much of the City of Riverside is within the former Rancho Jurupa,
granted by the Mexican governor of California, Juan Alvarado, to Juan Bandini in 1838. The disposition
of the rancho subsequent to the Mexican period is discussed below.

During the Mexican period, the Native American people were increasingly influenced by Mexican
culture. Some of them acquired Spanish names, learned Spanish, and adopted forms of Spanish
subsistence, such as raising cattle, agriculture, and wage labor (Ward, 1967; Bean, 1978). Many
worked seasonally for the Mexicans, traveling to and from their villages (Bean, 1978).

4.4.3 American Period

American governance began in 1848 when Mexico signed the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, ceding
Californiato the United States at the conclusion of the Mexican-American War.

California’s acquisition by the United States substantially increased the growth of the population in
California. The California gold rush, the end of the Civil War, and the passage of the Homestead Act
implementing the United States’ manifest destiny to occupy and exploit the North American continent
brought many people to California after 1848. While the American systemrequired that the newly
acquired land be surveyed prior to settlement, the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo bound the United
States to honor the land claims of Mexican citizens who were granted ownership of ranchos by the
Mexican government (Lech, 2004). The Land Act of 1851 established a board of commissioners to
review land grant claims, and land patents for the land grants were issued from 1876 to 1893.

Juan Bandini filed a claim for the major portion of the Rancho Jurupaland grant in 1852, which was
confirmed by the U.S. District Court in 1855. He later sold this portion, approximately 33,819 acres, to
his son-in-law, Abel Stearns, who received aland patentin 1879. This portion of the land grant is
known as Rancho Jurupa (Stearns); the project areais adjacent to it. A much smaller piece (6,750
acres) of the original rancho had been sold by Bandini to Benjamin Wilson in 1843. A year later, Wilson
sold this property to Isaac Williams and James Johnson, who sold it to Louis Robidoux in 1849; it
eventually became known as the Robidoux ranch. (Robidoux is generally spelled "Rubidoux” in the
Riverside area.) Robidoux received a U.S. patent for the 6,750-acre portion, Rancho Jurupa (Rubidoux)
in 1876.

Initially, Southern Californiawas divided into only two counties: Los Angeles and San Diego. In 1853,
San Bernardino County was added placing what is now Riverside County primarily within San Diego
County and partially within San Bernardino County. Orange County divided from Los Angeles County in
1889.

Historic Resources Report 4-13 July 2021



Chapter 4.0. Identification of Historic Properties

4.5 Historic Setting and Context: Riverside and Citrus Industry

Shortly after Riverside was founded in 1870, the beginning of a prosperous citrus industry began to
take shape in the region. By the early 1870s, two simple canals had been constructed by diverting
water from the Santa Ana River to Riverside agriculture land, thus making large-scale crop production
possible. This basic irrigation served as a catalyst for crop experimentation, including the navel orange,
as several crops could now thrive in the arid climate (Frank, 1997:5-64).

4.5.1 Riverside Historic Development

(Summarized from Jones and Stokes’ historic context statement in Appendix B)

The success of the citrus industry in the decade following the first attempts to irrigate the land spurred
expansion of the irrigation system with the construction of the Gage Canal in 1887. Named after its
builder, Matthew Gage, the canal transported water from the eastern San Bernardino Valley and
became the main channel of the irrigation system. This newer canal facilitated an even more
aggressive expansion of the Riverside citrus industry and played alarge role in supporting the city’s
economic success around the turn of the century (Frank, 1997:5-6).

With a canal irrigation systemin place by the 1870s, early residents experimented with several different
crops to find those most suitable to the local climate. The citrus industry in Riverside is often said to
have begun in 1873 when resident Eliza Tibbets planted two Brazilian naval orange trees on her
property. The trees thrived in the Riverside climate and caught the attention of many in local agriculture.
Not only did the newly introduced navel oranges display superior taste, appearance, and size
compared to other varieties of oranges of the day, but they were also seedless. These characteristics
added to the desirability of the navel oranges, which were both perfectly suited to the Riverside climate
and a highly desirable agriculture productin the marketplace.

In 1933, the State of California officially recognized Eliza Tibbets as the founder of the navel orange
industry in California, and one of her original trees was transported to the corner of Magnoliaand
Arlington Avenue in Riverside, where it still survives today (Patterson, 1971:139-141).

Following atasting party in 1878 and the first formal Citrus Fair in Riverside in 1879, the notoriety of the
navel orange from Riverside would reach a national scale. These exhibits, which would continue during
the early 20th century throughout the U.S., proved particularly helpful in promoting citrus products from
Riverside and can be credited with aiding the worldwide popularity of the locally produced navel orange
(Patterson, 1971:155-157).

With the agriculture boom provided by the popularity of the navel orange, Riverside grew rapidly during
the 1880s. It was at this time that citrus cultivation became the dominant industry and economic engine
of Riverside. While California had over half amillion citrus trees planted by 1882, almost half of these
trees existed in Riverside. The evolution of the irrigation system of Riverside, along with advancements
in railroad car refrigeration, allowed citrus farmers in Riverside to expand their market for the products.
In 1881, Riverside produced roughly 4,300 shipping boxes of agricultural products, and by 1898 the
number of boxes had grown substantially, to 1,569,800 boxes. The citrus boom created several
fortunes in Riverside, and according to the Bradstreet Index, the city became the wealthiest jurisdiction
per capita in the United States in 1895. Prosperity at this time also translated to increased building as
the downtown began to take shape, and financial and service sector institutions began to establish their
presence in the region (Patterson, 1971:163-165).

4 Complete reference information for all the citations in this section are provided in Chapter 9 and Appendix B of
this report.
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Growth of the Citrus Industry

As citrus became the dominant industry in Riverside by the turn of the century, lucrative peripheral
industries sprang up to support this type of agricultural production. Citrus machinery manufacturing and
research became increasingly important components of the industry. Although many individuals played
vital roles in the growth of Riverside industry, three men had a particularly big impact. Fred Stebler,
George Parker, and Hale Paxton (Figure 4-1) became leading figures in the machinery and distribution
aspects of the citrus industry, and ultimately contributed to the direction of manufacturing giant FMC.
According to Patterson (1971), “The innovations of Stebler, Parker, Paxton were an integral part of
making citrus production amodern industry” (Patterson, 1971:268-269).

Figure 4-1. Fred Stebler, George Parker, and Hale Paxton (from left to right)

As Stebler and Parker emerged as major industrialists in the early 20th century, their careers often
crossed paths as major competitors. It was stated that the “...mechanical wizards, Fred Stebler and
George Parker turned Riverside — the Garden (of Eden) — into the world center for the construction of
citrus packing equipment” (Moses, 1989:62). Stebler, who came to Riverside in 1899, opened California
Iron Works at Ninth and Vine in Riverside in 1903 to produce citrus manufacturing machinery. Thanks
to his intimate knowledge of fruit packing, Stebler received over 40 patents by successfully designing
several fruit processing apparatuses such as “sizers, conveyors, washers, dryers, clamp trucks,
elevators, dumpers, labelers, railroad car squeezers, separators, and fruit distributors” (Moses,
1989:63).

Six years after Stebler opened California Iron Works, George Parker entered the field of citrus
processing machinery and opened his Parker Machine Works at the future site of the FMC facility.
Parker is credited with the development of box-making and crate-lid-nailing machines, which greatly
increased the efficiency of fruit packing and distribution. By 1920, nearly every citrus packinghouse in
the country used Parker’s patented Orange Box Maker. Like Stebler, Parker secured many patents for
his inventions and faced patent infringement issues throughout his career in what became a highly
competitive atmosphere. In fact, Stebler and Parker filed several patent infringements cases against
one another and other competitors. Despite the intense rivalry, the two competitors came together
reluctantly to merge into the Stebler-Parker Company in late 1920, done partly to avoid further litigation.

Parker would continue to operate his nailing machine company, Parker Machine Works, as an
independent entity despite the merger. Around that time another competitor, Hale Paxton, developed a
nailing machine that improved on Parker’s original machine. Although Paxton’s company would
ultimately be acquired by FMC in the 1930s, his inventions contributed to the developments made in
the Riverside fruit processing industry (Patterson, 1971:265-267).
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In 1928, FMC purchased the Stebler-Parker Company, among other citrus manufacturing companies,
to form a new Citrus Machinery Division, marking the beginning of FMC’s presence in Riverside. Some
of the other Southern California manufacturing firms acquired by FMC included Pioneer Brush
Company, Stevens Brothers, and the Roberts & Huntington Company. While FMC had existed as an
agricultural equipment company since the 1880s, it began a major expansion in the 1920s through
acquisitions of food processing equipment companies such as Stebler-Parker. Two years after the
merger, George Parker passed away, while Stebler became an influential stockholder with FMC. In
1936, FMC pursued further expansion into fruit manufacturing with the acquisitions of Hale Paxton’s
Paxton Nailing Machine Company and Parker Machine Company, which had been left to Parker’s wife
after his death.

Then, in 1938, both operations were consolidated, and all components of the Citrus Machinery Division
were complete (Patterson, 1971:268).

The Riverside FMC Complex had a strong economic and social impact on Riverside. During the
immediate post-World War Il period, the FMC Complex was the largest manufacturing unitin the city
(Riverside Press Enterprise, circa[ca.] 1950:7). In 1938, FMC completed “Plant 1,” which was its first
large building at the Riverside site, between 10" and 12t streets, under the direction of Pasadena
architect Herbert Hamm and Jess Beeson, the superintendent of installation at the Riverside FMC
Complex. FMC made a large investment of roughly $100,000 to constructand equip the 260-foot-wide
plant.

Despite FMC's history in citrus machinery manufacturing, the outbreak of World War 1l allowed FMC to
expand its manufacturing base to military production. Donald Roebling, the grandson of the famed
Brooklyn Bridge designer John Augustus Roebling, developed an amphibious tracked vehicle for
civilian rescue work in the Florida Everglades during the 1930s. FMC received a military contract in
1940 to design a military version of this amphibious vehicle to be known as the LVT (Landing Vehicle
Tracked) or the “Water Buffalo.” Plant 2 produced both LVT tanks and spare parts for the vehicles.
FMC's two wartime factories in Riverside and Dunedin, Florida, are credited with the production of
11,251 LVTs during the war (USMC, 1987).

Although FMC resumed peacetime manufacturing after World War |l ended, FMC would again
undertake LVT productionin 1950, when the Navy requested reactivation of “Building 2” at the onset of
the Korean War. From 1950 to 1954 FMC remodeled 719 LVTs and built 239 copies of anew model
(Patterson, 1983). After the Korean War ended, FMC continued to build and remodel LVTs on amore
limited scale until early 1958, when the Riverside facility returned to peacetime work for good
(Anonymous, 1970:3). After 1958, FMC produced food machinery in both Plants 1 and 2.

Neighborhood Context: Eastside Neighborhood

Eastside has long associations with the citrus industry and the workforce that made the industry so
successful in Riverside. Neighborhoods such as Eastside, Casa Blanca, and Arlington Heights were
associated early in the city’s history with the Mexican and Mexican American community that provided
the labor for the citrus packinghouses. The Eastside neighborhood illustrates the patterns of
development associated with the citrus industry, with packing houses, manufacturing facilities to
support the citrus packing houses, and more permanent worker's housing for citrus industry workers
(Rincon and Associates, 2018:75).

The Eastside’s proximity to transportation (railroads) and the citrus groves resulted in Eastside
becoming a leading packing and shipping center for agricultural products. Packing houses were large,
open-plan, wood-constructed buildings with sawtooth-skylight and gabled-roof structures, located along
the BNSF and Union Pacific Railroad rail corridors. By the early 1890s, packinghouses were located on
7th, 8th gth 11th 12th 13t and 14t streets in the Eastside neighborhood. By 1908, the areabecame
known as “Packinghouse Row” (Rincon and Associates, 2018: 75).
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The industry continued to expand in the 1920s and 1930s, bolstering the economy during hard times.
As the Latino (and African American) community became increasingly more permanent and less
transient, families settled in the Eastside neighborhood, Casa Blanca, and Arlington Heights. The built
environment reflects these settlement patterns, with modest cottages and single-family residences
dating from the 1890s to 1950 and renovated and expanded over time. The residential development
patterns are closely tied to the citrus industry warehouses, packinghouses, and the Food Machinery
Corporation (FMC). By 1952, Eastside packinghouses included the Blue Banner Company Fruit
Packinghouse (3165 4t Street), the Blue Goose Growers (3040 East 9t Street), the Evans Brothers
Packing Company (3345 Commerce — now Pachappa — Avenue), the McDermont Fruit Company
(3141 9th Street), and the Riverside Consolidated Growers Packinghouse (3302 Commerce Street)
(Rincon and Associates, 2018: 76).

The FMC Complex (1938 to 1942) is between 14t Street and 10" Street (south to north) and parallels
the railroad corridor in the heart of Eastside. Flanking the complex are modest worker’s residences and
a neighborhood park (Lincoln Park) that served as a community center of sorts for the Latino and
African American communities residing in Eastside. After the war, Eastside continued to be home to
largely Latino and African American families (Rincon and Associates, 2018: 84). Figure 4-2 illustrates
this post-World War 11 setting of FMC in the community.

4.5.2 Packing Houses in Riverside

Packing houses during this time period in the Eastside, Casa Blanca, and Arlington Heights
neighborhoods were emblematic of the type in greater Riverside. Dozens of this utilitarian building type
proliferated in Riverside County and featured comparable sizes, single-story rectangular plans,
masonry walls, sawtooth roofs, and locations adjacent to railroads. Other packing houses of the era
also used brick and wood construction materials and occasionally utilized the Mission Revival style
(Maier: Sweet Sour Citrus: Women; Sutherland NRHP Nomination). These large buildings employed
large workforces. Prior to and during World War I, most Riverside packing houses moved from
employing Japanese laborers to predominantly employ Latino men and women with limited pay (Rincon
and Associates, 2018; 65-70, passim).

Of the numerous packing houses that once dotted the city and surrounding areas, many buildings are
no longer extant due to demolition, fire, and changing neighborhood needs. Several packing houses,
including one of the oldest in Riverside (the National Orange Company Sunkist packing house) burned
down after 2000 (Hurt, 2016; Daily Riverside News: 2021). Over time, developers replaced many other
packing sites along the railroad with warehouses for various industrial uses. However, several major
packing houses like the Evans Brothers Packing Company and Sutherland Fruit Company buildings
continue to function as packing sites or have been adapted to other purposes (Hurt, 2016).

4.5.3 Shotgun Houses in Southern California

Common across the country in rural and urban environments, shotgun houses represent simple forms
of residential architecture. The history of the style remains contested, but early construction in New
Orleans likely influenced its evolution as a popular, affordable construction choice by the 1840s in
working-class and middle-class neighborhoods for African Americans, immigrants, and later, for white
Americans. More elaborate variations took hold in different parts of the country. Shotgun houses are
long, narrow, and usually accessed via porches. These buildings are most often one story in height, of
wood-frame construction, and use rectangular or L-shaped plans. Shotgun houses nearly always have
front-gable roofs, centered or offset doors, and minimal ornamentation. The houses frequently reflect
the influences of prominent architectural styles of the period, such as Folk Victorian, and their interiors
characteristically use rooms connected to one another without a hallway. (Paluszek, 2018).

Historic Resources Report 4-17 July 2021



Chapter 4.0. Identification of Historic Properties

4.6 NRHP and CRHR Eligible and Listed Historic Properties in
the APE

There are 12 previously recorded historic resources and five newly recorded historic built environment
resources within the APE. Archaeological sites (historic period sites) are also within the boundaries of
the APE and are addressed separately in the Archaeological Survey Report (ASR), provided in
Appendix A of this report. Of the 12 previously recorded historic-era, built environment resources, only
two are considered NRHP eligible Historic Properties. The two resources include the FMC complex.
The FMC complex includes Plants 1 and 2, with associated ancillary structures (mostly additions) and it
is recommended eligible for the NRHP as well as the CRHR, as it is also designated as a City of
Riverside local landmark. Section 4.6.1 provides additional details about the FMC complex, including
eligibility and integrity discussions. Section 4.1 of this report provides a list of the previously recorded
and newly recorded historic resources.

Table 4-10. Food Machinery Corporation Complex

. Property Name
APE No. Site Address APN (if applicable) and SHPO ID
17 211201004
18 211201006
FMC Complex Plant 1
19 3087 12t Street | 211201007
P-33-09769
21 211201026
28 211201039
FMC Complex Plant 2
33 3080 12t Street | 211231024
P-33-09769

Of the five newly recorded properties within the APE, only one is recommended eligible for the NRHP.
The historic resource comprises four dwellings located on one parcel (Table 4-9, No. 30 in the APE).
Collectively, they represent early iterations of worker’s houses, two of which take on the form of a
Shotgun House. Additional information about these dwellings can be found in Section 4.6.4 and
includes eligibility and integrity discussions.

Table 4-11. 4110, 4120, 4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue

Property Name

APE No. Site Address ARN (if applicable)

4110 Howard Avenue
4120 Howard Avenue
30 211203009 Worker’s Houses
4130 Howard Avenue

4140 Howard Avenue

The remaining (newly-recorded) properties within the APE include warehouses on Commerce Street, a
city park, and a commercial retail establishment on 14" Street. None of these resources were
recommended eligible for the NRHP. Additional details about these resources can be found in Sections
4.6.5 through 4.6.7.
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Previously Recorded Historic Built Environment Resources

East and north of the FMC Complex and across 10" Street, a variety of early citrus industry buildings
that were originally part of the Sunkist Citrus Growing Cooperative are now part of the group of
buildings that represent the Citrus Thematic Industrial Historic District. Buildings in the (unrecorded)
potential district, many of which date back to the early years of the 20t century, have been adapted for
uses such as commercial, office, and restaurant. The full extent of the district has not been
investigated, but the boundary appears to include the FMC Complex. The Royal Citrus Packing House (
Section 4.6.8) illustrates this resource type.

East of the FMC Complex are single-family residences (previously recorded and located within the
Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area and previously found ineligible for the NRHP). Section
4.6.2 provides adescription, eligibility and integrity discussion of each of the six historic resources
located within the APE. Adjacent to the FMC Complex are two single-family residences and one
garage/cottage dating to the late 1800s, according to existing DPR forms. They are considered CRHR
eligible properties and Section 4.6.3 provides additional information for each.

Table 4-9 lists historic resources within the APE, their associated eligibility status, and where they are
located (geographically) relative to the project elements that have the potential to affect them. All
historic built environment resources in the APE have either newly-created or updated DPR 523 forms.
The DPR 523 forms are provided in Appendix C. The forms provide greater analytical detail than the
abbreviated summaries provided in Sections 4.6.1 through 4.6.9. In addition to the forms, tables and
abbreviated summaries, Figure 4-3 highlights the historic-era built environment structures on the APE
map (indicated with ared “H").
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Figure 4-2. FMC Complex, Looking West, November 1955

Spence Photo Archives, University of California, Los Angeles. Courtesy: Chattel Architecture, Planning, and Preservation, Inc.
Illustrates the urban fabric surrounding the APE from 1955.
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Figure 4-3. APN’s with Historic-Era Resources Delineated with “H”

Historic Resources Report 4-21 July 2021



Chapter 4.0. Identification of Historic Properties

4.6.1 Food Machinery Corporation Complex

Table 4-12 provides the APE Nos., site addresses, APNs, and property names of the FMC
Complex>.

Table 4-12. Food Machinery Corporation Complex

. Property Name

APE No. Site Address APN (if applicable) and SHPO ID

17 211201004

18 211201006
FMC Complex Plant 1

19 3087 121" Street | 211201007 ompiexFian
P-33-09769

21 211201026

28 211201039

33 3080 12t Street | 211231024 FMC Complex Plant 2
P-33-09769

The FMC Complex comprises 17, 18, 21, 28, and 33 in the APE. Over time, the FMC facility
expanded from one building (Plant 1) to become a complex of over 10 primary and ancillary
buildings and additions.

After the FMC facility closed in 1980, the complex began to lose many of the smaller, peripheral
structures, such as truck canopies, the Landing Vehicle Tracked (LVT) wash rack, and other
small-scale buildings.

The main buildings, Plants 1 and 2, remain in use as industrial buildings and have the majority
of their primary, character-defining features intact. The sawtooth roof structures on both plants
have been only slightly modified overtime. The exterior finish materials have been replaced in
kind (west elevation of Plant 1) or have new, compatible materials. The large expanses of
windows (or lack of windows, in the case of Plant 2) remain as they were, and the interior
spaces remain open and filled with natural light from above.

In its current configuration, the former FMC facility now comprises a complex of seven buildings
and additions, and numerous associated sheds and canopies on multiple parcels encompassing
almost 15 acres. The complex runs from 14t Street to the south to 10t Street to the north. The
complex is bounded on the west by the BNSF Railroad corridor and the RDS. On the east side
of the complex, the neighborhood comprises single-family dwellings, a city park, and older
commercial and industrial buildings.

Figure 4-2 provides an overview of the complex as it appeared in 1955, during the peak of FMC
operations and the period of its maximum buildout.

® Note: There are several numeric identifiers for historic properties within the APE. Readers are advised
to consult the APE map (Figure 3-1) and Table 4-1 when reading through each subsection. The first
identifier is the No. in the APE map, the second is the street address, and the third is the Assessor Parcel
No. associated with each property.
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|
Plant 1
Plant 1
Plant 2
Figure 4-4. FMC Complex in 1995
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Plant 1

The primary building (designed by architect Herbert Hamm of Pasadena) in the complex and the
first to be constructed was Plant 1, completed in 1938 and located on the northern half of the
property. Plant 1 (Building A) (Figure 4-5) was the first manufacturing facility in the complex and
comprises a large, two-story, rectangular-plan industrial building constructed of concrete and
covered with stucco.

The west and south elevations are clad in a smooth-textured contemporary stucco. Theroofis a
sawtooth roof with north-facing bays filled with multi-light windows. These windows feature
fiberglass glazing, which probably indicates the earlier glass was replaced. The original metal
framing within these windows still survives. Another primary character-defining feature of the
building is the large expanses of windows. Across the west elevation of Plant 1 are various fixed
and operable window bays. Notable among these are 12 sets of tripartite, multi-light bays of
windows, each containing 35 units, both operable and fixed. Adjacent to Plant 1 Building A there
are smaller additions, primarily located at the southeast corner of Building A; these are
Additions C, D, E, and F. These structures were added over time, and date to the period of
significance (1938 to 1980).

Plant 1 - Building A West Elevation

The northern portion of the west elevation features a stepped parapet and an additional window
bay of the 75-unit type, as previously described, and three sets of elevated 9-unit, fixed, metal-
framed windows. The southern portion of the west elevation features stepped parapets and two
18-unit-by-2-unit bands of fixed, metal-framed windows in the upper portion of the facade, plus
three bays of multi-light, metal-framed windows.

West Elevation Alterations. Although the windows in
the west elevation appear to be original (Figure 4-5),
they are setinto a wall that was reconstructed in 1997
(Figure 4-6), moving the entire western elevation
eastward 13 feet to accommodate construction of the
adjacent RDS (Figure 4-7). This reconstructed
elevation is clad in contemporary stucco, and the
placement of most of its window bays is very similar to
their placement in the original west elevation.

R R ety O

Sourcé: .ernéé and Stékés, 2odé
Figure 4-5. Plant 1 Building A,
Historic View

Figure 4-6. FMC Plant 1 Building A West Elevation Looking Southeast with
Plant 2 in the background (Existing)
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Figure 4-7. FMC Plant 1 Building A West Elevation, Looking Northeast (Existing)

Plant 1 - Building A North Elevation
The north elevation contains arow of large truck bays
that are a recent alteration (Figure 4-8).

Alterations to the North Elevation. Originally, this
elevation featured numerous multi-light windows similar
to the windows on the west elevation. Truck bays now
occupy the bays where windows were once located.
The truck canopies were demolished sometime after

2007. Figure 4-8. North Elevation ca. 2007

Plant 1 - Building A South Elevation Source: Jones and Stokes 2007

The south elevation is largely a continuous flat plane,

with a stepped parapet roof. A pedestrian entry is located at the western portion of the south
elevation. This section of the building housed the original main office and the drafting rooms.
This elevation appears to have been re-stuccoed.

Alterations to South Elevation. Some original windows are stuccoed-over openings and
windows. Historic photographs and renderings of this elevation show the presence of five bays
of multi-light sash windows topped by ribbon windows extending the length of the south
elevation.

Plant 1 - Additions C and D

To the east of Plant 1 is a separate, smaller addition originally used for packing (Addition C).
This addition features aslightly barreled roof supported structurally with wood-constructed
bowstring trusses. A large, metal-framed, multi-light window is presentin the upper portion of
the north elevation of the packinghouse.
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Alterations to Additions C and D. The south
elevation of Plant 1 has been altered to
encompass Additions C and D fromthe exterior
and reads as one continuous building in its current
configuration. Originally, this addition had three
large sawtooth light bays that have since been
removed. This addition is now connected to Plant
1 via a two-story corrugated metal gabled-roof
breezeway that appears to date from 1973 and is
designated as Addition D (Figure 4-9).

Plant 1 - Additions Eand F

Affixed to the north elevation of the packinghouse Figure 4-9. Plant 1 View

(Addition C) is a two-story corrugated-metal-clad  Looking Northwest

machinery shed with a low-pitched corrugated

metal roof (Addition E). To the north of Addition E is a one-story corrugated-metal-clad
freestanding shed. Itis rectangular in plan and has a low-pitched side gable roof (Addition F).

Plant 1 - Interior

Photographic documentation of the interior (Figure 4-10) illustrates the scale of the building and
the exposed heavy timber and dimension lumber framing elements, including the bowstring
trusses, wood-framed skylights, and expansive openfloor plan. At present, the company
occupying Plant 1 is unable to allow access to determine whether interior alterations have
occurred. The following description is based on a site review undertaken in 2019 (Bechtel,
2019):

The building is predominantly of timber construction with steel girders added to support elevated
floors (non-original). Heavy timber columns are spaced at 20 feet on center east—west and 40
feet on center north—south, except for the westernmost bay. All timber members are rough-sawn
lumber. The skylights and roof support system comprise timber trusses of dimension lumber;
purlins; girders; roof and floor planking of dimension lumber; and steel girders and timber
columns (Figure 4-10). Knee braces connect the columns and trusses. Column bases are
pinned to the concrete flooring. The interior of the building was renovated by current occupant.
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Figure 4-10. FMC Plant 1 Building A, Bowstring Truss and Sawtooth Roof Looking
West/Southwest

Source: Unpublished information from Jones and Stokes, May 2007.

Plant 2 - East Elevation

In its current configuration, the east

elevation features anew pedestrian

entrance (2012) that projects from the

original stucco-clad exterior, approximately

at the center of the elevation, facing a

parking lot accessed from Howard Avenue

(Figures 4-11 and 4-12). The property is

fenced at the property line and extends

from 12t Street south to almost 14t Street.

The two-story addition features a

projecting, semi-circular, pedestrian-scaled

canopy above the double-door entrance,

with a clerestory of ribbon windows above. Figure 4-11. FMC Plant 2 East Elevation,
Looking Southwest (Before 2012)
Source: Unpublished information from Jones and
Stokes, May 2007.
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The addition is capped by a projecting parapet. The tan and white contemporary stucco panels
of the addition’s exterior provide a contrast to the dark gray of the original building’s exterior. An
array of vertical metal screens over a projecting wall flank the new entrance and are part of the
exterior alterations dating to 2012. A large truck entry bay is located at the southern portion of
the east elevation.

The long, blank fagade of the east
elevation is a primary character-
defining feature. In addition, the
sawtooth roof is a primary character-
defining feature (Figure 4-12).

Plant 2 - South Elevation

The south elevation of Plant 2 is
topped by a parapet roof. There are
three truck bays penetrating the
otherwise unadorned, stucco-clad
exterior.

_ Figure 4-12. East Elevation, Current View
Plant 2 - West Elevation

The west elevation is primarily clad in painted corrugated
metal. The exception is a stucco-clad section at the north
end, where abuilding entrance is located. There is a flat
canopy above the double-door entrance. Windows are
diminutive on this expansive building. There are three small
sets of tripartite, 4-over-4, double-hung windows in wood
frames. A truck entrance is present at its northern portion
and two additional truck entrances are in the middle of this
elevation. The overhead garage doors appear to be metal
(Figure 4-13).

Figure 4-13. Plant 2 West
Elevation
Plant 2 - North Elevation
The stucco-clad north elevation features a stepped western false-front parapet. It has six truck
entries with metal roll-up doors. A set of four divided-light windows with 20 lights each is present
in the upper portion of this elevation.

EMC Complex - Building K

Facing 10t Street at the

northeastern portion of the FMC

Complex is a one-story,

rectangular-plan, concrete-

masonry building that appears to

date fromthe 1940s. The north

elevation (Figure 4-14) features  Figure 4-14. Building K North Elevation

seven window bays, each

having a pair of divided-light horizontal-pivot windows in wood frames. A painted parapet and
apron, as well as horizontal scoring of the concrete, are the only decorative elements to north
elevation. A pedestrian entrance is present at the west end of the north elevation. Itis
accompanied by a single-light sidelight. The door and sidelight are topped by two of the pivot-
type window bays present across this elevation.
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FMC Complex - Building M (north of Plant 1)

Located at the northwest corner of the FMC

Complex is a rectangular-plan, side-gabled, single-

story building having (minimalist) Mission Revival

details. Originally built for the So Cal Gas Company

in the 1910s, the building is aload-bearing brick

masonry building with a two-tone paint scheme.

Most of the structural bays on the north and south

elevations feature recessed wall niches. The

medium-pitched roof is clad in standing seam

metal. This building is attached to Building K to the

east. At the northwest corner of the propertyisa  Figure 4-15. Building M, Former So Cal
chain link fence and swinging gate allowing vehicle Gas Company
access. Buildings K and M are largely intact and

were acquired by the FMC in the 1950s (Figure 4-15).

Plant 1: Eligibility and Inteqgrity

Title 20: City of Riverside Historic Landmarks

The FMC Complex has been a locally listed, City of Riverside Historic Landmark since 1996.
The complex meets Landmark Criterial, 2, 3, 4, 6 as listed in Title 20 (Section 20.20.010 of the
RMC) because of its historical associations with the early citrus processing industry and, later,
the food processing industry in general, and also with manufacturing of the Water Buffalo
Amphibious Tank, which was pivotal in the World War 1l Pacific Campaign. It also meets Criteria
g and j because it is one of the largest and finest remaining examples of pre-World-War-Il-era
industrial complex design and architecture in Riverside.

California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)

FMC Plant 1 is eligible for listing on the CRHR under Criteria 1, 2, and 3 and retains sufficient
integrity to convey its historical associations with the citrus industry and growth of Riverside,
individuals associated with the FMC complex who performed their work within Plant 1, and as
an example of a packing house dating to the first half of the twentieth century.

Criterion 1 Significance:

FMC Plant 1 is historically significant under Criterion 1 for its role in the growth of the citrus and
other fruit processing and manufacturing industry in Riverside and Southern Californiaduring
the first half of the 20th century. Numerous inventions were designed and engineered at this
location between 1938 and 1980 (the period of significance).

Criterion 2 Significance:

FMC Plant 1 is historically significant under CRHR Criterion 2 because of its connection with the
influential inventors George Parker, Fred Stebler, and Hale Paxton. These men contributed to
the evolution of citrus industry manufacturing during their time in Riverside and held positions at
FMC during their careers. George Parker’s own machine company once operated at the
present-day location of the FMC facilities. The draftingroom in Plant 1 is the site where these
influential men designed and engineered fruit processing equipment such as sizers, conveyors,
and fruit distributers (among others). The drafting roomis also the site where Hale Paxton
designed an amphibious vehicle known as the LVT or “Water Buffalo” which was later modified
to include a gun turret. These tank—Ilike vehicles were utilized in World War 1l and the Korean
War.
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Criterion 3 Significance:

FMC Plant 1 is significant under CRHR Criterion 3 as an intact example of large-scale industrial
architecture with the primary function of a packing house and constructed during the first half of
the 20th century. Plants 1 and 2 are the largest industrial manufacturing buildings from that era
in Riverside. Plant 1 features a distinctive modified sawtooth roof made of wood considered
notable aesthetically and for its structural design. They are increasingly rare, particularly on a
scale of such magnitude. Additional character-defining features of packing houses of this era
include a lack of ornament; large scale, open and expansive floorplans; and multi-light, metal-
framed windows (Plant 1).

Because the FMC Complex’s Plant 1 meets CRHR criteriaand is locally designated as a
historic landmark, itis considered a Historical Resource pursuant to Section 15064.5(a)(3) of
the CEQA guidelines. The integrity of Plant 1 is sufficient to convey its significance under
Criterial, 2 and 3. The exterior alterations to Plant 1 have resulted in diminished integrity of
design, workmanship, and materials (considered moderate to low level of integrity) but Plant 1's
integrity of setting, feeling and association remains moderate to high. It's integrity of location
remains intact.

Criterion 4 Significance:

The parcels upon which FMC Plants 1 and 2 are now located have significance under Criterion
D as there are numerous previous uses of the parcels now occupied by Plants 1 and 2 that
relate to the development of the Eastside Neighborhood and the citrus industry that developed
in this area ca. 1890. Dwellings, railroad tracks, segments of the Upper Riverside Canal, and
early industrial uses (citrus industry-related structures, oil and electric companies, lumber and
milling enterprises) have the potential to yield information related to this context. Although no
archaeological historic properties have been identified within the APE, there is a potential for
encountering historic archaeological resources in a subsurface context during development of
the Project.

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)

Plant 1 of the FMC Complex appears to be NRHP eligible under Criteria A and B at the local
and, possibly, state level of significance. The period of significance for Plant 1 is 1938 to 1980
and it retains essential character-defining features that demonstrate its significance, including
large-scale, voluminous open interiors; sawtooth roofs supported by bowstring trusses; and,
multi-light, metal-framed windows, whether in their original openings or reset as mitigation to
reduce integrity loss. While Plant 1 has significance under Criterion C as an example of a
packing house, the exterior alterations have compromised its integrity.

The overall integrity of Plant 1 is sufficient to conveyits significance under Criteria A and B but
not under Criterion C. The exterior alterations to Plant 1 have resulted in diminished integrity of
design, workmanship, and materials (considered moderate to low level of integrity) but Plant 1's
integrity of setting, feeling and association remains moderate to high. It's integrity of location
remains intact.

Criterion A Significance:

Plant 1 was built in 1938 as the first FMC-specific building in the complex. It is considered
eligible for the NRHP on the local (and possibly state) levels of significance within the context of
agricultural development and the fruit packing industryin Riverside. Various inventions that had
far-reaching impacts on the way in which food (citrus and eggs) were readied for the consumer
market were developed within the drafting room of Plant 1 and built within both Plants 1 and 2
well into the 1970s. These inventions included widely used equipment for orange packing, fruit
washing, stamping, counting, sizing, and juicing.
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Criterion B Significance:

FMC Plant 1 is NRHP eligible under Criterion B because of the food machinery contributions
originating from the FMC Riverside complex, and based on the importance of citrus industry
inventions created by Fred Stebler, George Parker, and Hale Paxton. All three were employed
by the FMC in the company’s first Riverside years, and, through their innovations, they
established FMC as an industry leader within the context of the citrus industry and food
machinery. The drafting roomin Plant 1 is the site where these influential men designed and
engineered fruit processing equipment such as sizers, conveyors, and fruit distributers (among
others). The drafting room s also the site where engineer, James Hait, designed an amphibious
vehicle known as the LVT or “Water Buffalo” which was later modified to include agun turret.
These tank—Ilike vehicles were utilized in World War |l and the Korean War. Both Plants 1 and
2 are NRHP eligible under Criterion B for their association with FMC engineer James M. Hait
who designed the LVT known as the Water Buffalo and who would later become chairman of
the FMC Corporation.

Criterion C Significance:

Plant 1 is considered significant on the local level under Criterion C because FMC Plant 1 is a
fairly intact example of a large-scale industrial facility constructed during the first half of the 20th
century with a primary function as a packing house. Within the context of packing houses in
Riverside, Plants 1 and 2 are the largest examples of their type, dating to the first half of the
twentieth century and located in Riverside. Plant 1 features a distinctive modified sawtooth roof
made of wood which is considered notable both aesthetically and for its structural design. They
are increasingly rare, particularly on a scale of such magnitude. Additional character-defining
features common to industrial architecture of this erainclude alack of ornament; large scale,
open and expansive floorplans; and multi-light, metal-framed windows.

Criterion D Significance:

The parcels upon which FMC Plants 1 and 2 are now located have significance under Criterion
D as there are numerous previous uses of the parcels now occupied by Plants 1 and 2 that
relate to the development of the Eastside Neighborhood and the citrus industry that developed
in this area ca. 1890. Dwellings, railroad tracks, segments of the Upper Riverside Canal, and
early industrial uses (citrus industry-related structures, oil and electric companies, lumber and
milling enterprises) have the potential to yield information related to this context. Although no
archaeological historic properties have been identified within the APE, there is a potential for
encountering historic archaeological resources in a subsurface context during development of
the Project.

Plant 1: Integrity Discussion

Plant 1

The overall integrity of Plant 1 is sufficient to convey its significance under Criteria A and B but
not under Criterion C. The exterior alterations to Plant 1 have resulted in diminished integrity of
design, workmanship, and materials (considered moderate to low level of integrity) but Plant 1's
integrity of setting, feeling and association remains moderate to high. It's integrity of location
remains intact.

Plant 1 has seen various alterations to its four elevations including the punching out of
additional truck bays where windows once were (north elevation), removal and reconstruction of
an entire elevation (west elevation) and stuccoing over of openings and windows (south
elevation). The ca. 1995 north wall modifications were part of areuse that converted FMC
(believed to be the world’s largest citrus machine manufacturing plant) into the world’s largest
citrus packing house under a company known as Royal Citrus (City of Riverside, 1996:3-15).
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Plant 1 (Building A) underwent arehabilitation adhering to the Secretary of the Interior’s (SOI)
Standards in 1996 to 1997. During this project, the west elevation of Plant 1 was demolished
and the building’s west elevation was relocated away from the rail corridor approximately 13 feet
and reconstructed using the original multi-light windows in their original frames.

Building/Addition B (no longer extant). Demolished before 2007, alarge, metal truss-constructed
truck canopy that appeared to date from 1995 (outside period of significance) was located on
the north elevation of Plant 1. It was removed after the FMC ceased operations in Riverside
(City of Riverside Building Permit 95-2885, 9 Nov 1995:2).

Buildings/Additions J and L (no longer extant). Two metal (non-historic) truck canopies were
demolished sometime after 2007. They were located on the western edge of the property
adjacent to Building J and on the east side of Building K, along the 10" Street property
boundary. They appear to date from 1995, which is after FMC ceased operationsin Riverside.

Building N (no longer extant). A single-story, masonry-constructed garage building located to
the north and east of the Plant 1 was demolished sometime after 2007.

Building O (no longer extant). Demolished after 2007.

West Elevation Alterations: Although the windows in the west elevation appear to be original
(Figure 4-5), they are set into a wall that was reconstructedin 1997 (Figure 4-6), moving the
entire western elevation eastward 13 feet to accommodate construction of the adjacent RDS
(Figure 4-7). Thisreconstructed elevationis clad in contemporary stucco, and the placement of
most of its window bays is very similar to their placement in the original west elevation.

North Elevation Alterations: Originally, this elevation featured numerous multi-light windows
similar to the windows on the west elevation. Truck bays now occupy the bays where windows
were once located. The truck canopies were demolished sometime after 2007.

East Elevation: Additions C and D. The east elevation of Plant 1 has been altered and
encompassed by Additions C and D from the exterior and reads as one continuous buildingin
its current configuration. Originally, this addition had three large sawtooth light bays that have
since been removed. This addition is now connected to Plant 1 via a two-story corrugated metal
gabled-roof breezeway that appears to date from 1973 and is designated as Addition D (Figure
4-9).

South Elevation: The south elevation of Plant 1 has been altered and now includes the south
elevations of Additions C and D into the main part of the south elevation. The original
fenestration on the south elevation has been infilled and no longer conveys the feel and
association that the windows that lit the interior of the second floor drafting room. The drafting
roomis where the inventions and designs of fruit packing devices as well as the design of Plant
2 occurred.

Plant 2: Eligibility and Inteqgrity

Title 20: City of Riverside Historic Landmarks

The FMC Complex has been a locally listed City of Riverside Historic Landmark since 1996.
The complex meets Landmark Criterial, 2, 3, .4, and 6, as listed in Title 20 (Section 20.20.010
of the RMC) because of its historical associations with the early citrus processing industry and,
later, the food processing industry in general, and also with manufacturing of the Water Buffalo
Amphibious Tank, which was pivotal in the World War 1l Pacific Campaign. It also meets Criteria
g and j because it is one of the largest and finest remaining examples of pre-World-War-Il-era
industrial complex design and architecture in Riverside.

Because the FMC Complex meets CRHR criteriaand is locally recognized as a historic
landmark by the City of Riverside, it is a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5(a)(3) of
the CEQA guidelines.
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California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)

FMC Plant 2 is eligible for listing on the CRHR under Criterial, 2, and 3 and it retains sufficient
integrity of location, design, workmanship, setting, feel and association to convey its significance
under these criteria.

Criterion 1 Significance:

Plant 2 (1942 Water Buffalo Plant) is significant for its contribution to the U.S. effort in World
War Il, manufacturing “Water Buffalo” LVT-4 tanks into the 1940s. Plant 2 was built in 1942 to
assemble the Water Buffalo amphibious fighting vehicle. It was designed and constructed by the
FMC and made a documented, significant impact toward allied victory in the Pacific arena
during World War Il. It was used again during the Korean War. After the Korean conflict, Plant 2
continued to manufacture food machinery in conjunction with Plant 1. Plant 2 has seen relatively
few exterior alterations, with long, blank elevations built windowless to obscure its original
function — the location for construction of military vehicles.

Criterion 2 Significance:

FMC Plant 2 is considered CRHR eligible under Criterion 2, as FMC engineer James M. Hait
designed the Water Buffalo amphibious fighting vehicle that was produced in Plant 2 of the
Riverside FMC Complex. Hait would go on to become president of the FMC Corporation.

Criterion 3 Significance:

Plant 2 is significant under CRHR Criterion 3 because it is an example of large-scale industrial
architecture constructed during the first half of the 20th century with the primary function of
manufacturing, primarily, and secondarily as a packing house. Plants 1 and 2 are the largest
industrial manufacturing buildings from that erain Riverside. Plant 2 (like Plant 1) features an
elaborate sawtooth roof made of wood and notable aesthetically and structurally, particularly on
a scale of such magnitude. Additional character-defining features of industrial architecture of
this era and exhibited in Plant 2 include a lack of ornament; and, largescale, open and
expansive floorplans.

Because the FMC Complex’s Plant 2 meets CRHR criteriaand is also locally recognized as a
historic landmark, itis considered an Historical Resource pursuant to Section 15064.5(a)(3) of
the CEQA guidelines. A discussion of integrity of Plants 1 and 2 follows the NRHP eligibility
discussion.

Criterion 4 Significance:

The parcels upon which FMC Plants 1 and 2 are now located have significance under Criterion
4 as there are numerous previous uses of the parcels now occupied by Plants 1 and 2 that
relate to the development of the Eastside Neighborhood and the citrus industry that developed
in this area ca. 1890. Dwellings, railroad tracks, segments of the Upper Riverside Canal, and
early industrial uses (citrus industry-related structures, oil and electric companies, lumber and
milling enterprises) have the potential to yield information related to this context. Although no
archaeological historic properties have been identified within the APE, there is a potential for
encountering historic archaeological resources in a subsurface context during development of
the Project.

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)

Plant 2 of the FMC Complex appears to be NRHP eligible under Criteria A and B at the local
and (possibly) state level of significance. Plant 2 is eligible under Criterion C as an intact
example of industrial architecture with the primary function of manufacturing and dating to the
first half of the twentieth century. The period of significance for Plant 2 is 1942 to 1958. Plant 2
retains the “essential physical features that made up its character or appearance during the
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period of its association with the important event[...] or person(s)” are still present (NRHP,
1995:46 [revised 2002]), and retains sufficient integrity to convey that significance under
Criterion A, B, and C.

The essential character-defining features of Plant 2 are the features that demonstrate the
industrial nature where the historically significant events occurred, and where persons who
designed the large-scale, voluminous, openinteriors, and the sawtooth roof with clerestory
windows performed their work.

Criterion A Significance:

Plant 2 is considered significant on the national level for its involvement in WWII and the Korean
War. Plant 2 was builtin 1942 to assemble the Water Buffalo amphibious fighting vehicle. It was
designed and constructed by the FMC and made a documented, significant impact toward allied
victory in the Pacific arena during World War 11. It was used again during the Korean War. After
the Korean conflict, Plant 2 continued to manufacture food machinery equipment. Plant 2 has
seen relatively few exterior alterations, with long, blank elevations built windowless to obscure
its original function — construction of military vehicles.

Criterion B Significance:

FMC Plant 2 is NRHP significant under Criterion B for its association with FMC engineer, James
M. Hait, who designed the Water Buffalo and who would later become chairman of the FMC
Corporation.

Criterion C Significance:

Plant 2 is significant under CRHR Criterion C because it is an example of large-scale industrial
architecture constructed during the first half of the 20th century in Riverside, CA. Plants 1 and 2
are the largest industrial manufacturing buildings from that erain Riverside. Plant 2 features an
elaborate sawtooth roof made of wood; considered notable both aesthetically and structurally.
Industrial structures of this type are increasingly rare, particularly ones on a scale of such
maghnitude. Additional character-defining features of industrial architecture of this erainclude a
lack of ornament; large-scale, open, and expansive floorplans.

Criterion D Significance:

The parcels upon which FMC Plants 1 and 2 are now located have significance under Criterion
D as there are numerous previous uses of the parcels now occupied by Plants 1 and 2 that
relate to the development of the Eastside Neighborhood and the citrus industry that developed
in this area ca. 1890. Dwellings, railroad tracks, segments of the Upper Riverside Canal, and
early industrial uses (citrus industry-related structures, oil and electric companies, lumber and
milling enterprises) have the potential to yield information related to this context. Although no
archaeological historic properties have been identified within the APE, there is a potential for
encountering historic archaeological resources in a subsurface context during development of
the Project.

Integrity Discussion
Plant 2: Change Over Time
Plant 2

Plant 2 retains integrity of location, setting, feel and association and has moderate level of
integrity with respect to design, materials, and workmanship. Although Plant 2 remains largely
intact, a 1944 addition to the building (south), originally used to paint the LVTs, was demolished
to allow for the expansion of 14t Street and arailroad underpass in the late 1960s (Anonymous
1970:3). In 2012, the east elevation was altered to accommodate a new industrial use of the
building, resulting in anew entrance on the east elevation, changes to the exterior finish
materials, addition of a parking lot, and fencing around the property.
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4.6.2 Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area

Table 4-13 provides the APE Nos., site addresses, APNs, and property names of the Ninth
Street Neighborhood Conservation Area.

Table 4-13. Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area

APE No. Site Address | APN RO T
(if applicable)

4 2995 9t Street | 211122019 Ninth Street Neighborhood
Conservation Area

5 3005 9 Street | 211122020 Ninth Street Neighborhood
Conservation Area

6 3015 9t Street | 211122021 Ninth Street Neighborhood
Conservation Area

7 2994 9t Street | 211191004 Ninth Stret_atNelghborhood
Conservation Area

8 2982 9t Street | 211191005 Ninth StregtNelghborhood
Conservation Area

11 3006 9t Street | 211191028 Ninth Street Neighborhood
Conservation Area

Located on Ninth Street and within the APE are six single-family residences (4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and
11in the APE) that are part of the (locally-designated, potentially eligible as a City of Riverside
Landmark only) Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area. The Conservation Areais on 9t
Street in the community of Eastside, between Howard and Kansas Avenues. The six houses in
the APE are located at the west end of the delineated neighborhood. The neighborhood is
associated with the city’s African American community, and former residents of the
neighborhood included individuals significant in the city’s and state’s history: As property owners
and workers in the local agricultural and food manufacturing businesses. The community also
produced major league baseball players, an Olympic athlete, a Governor of the Virgin Islands,
and also individuals notable in the entertainment business.

The houses within the APE are contributing features of the district, and they are recognized by
the California State Office of Historic Preservation as having “5D2” status. They were previously
recorded in 1978 and 2001 (Table 4-9 and Appendix C: DPR 523 Forms).

2982 9th Street

This one-story Folk Victorian cottage is sheathed with
contemporary stucco and capped by a hipped roof with
boxed eaves (Figure 4-16). The primary elevation is divided
into three bays with a central entry flanked by two vinyl-clad,
divided-light, horizontal sliding windows. A porch with a shed
roof supported by four stuccoed columns on alow, stucco-
covered enclosing wall spans the width of the bays.

Figure 4-16. 2982 9t Street
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2994 9th Street

This modest Postwar cottage has a square plan and is
capped by a low-pitched, hipped roof (Figure 4-17). The
primary elevation is divided into three bays with a central
recessed entry flanked by vinyl-clad horizontal sliding
windows. The exterior of this one-story, single-family wood
frame-constructed dwelling is covered with stucco.

2995 9t Street

This one-story, wood-frame-constructed vernacular cottage
has been modified over the years (Figure 4-18). It is
sheathed with stucco and capped by a hipped roof with a
front-facing cross gable clad in asphalt composition
shingles. The gable end had a double-hung sash window
with narrow surrounds when recorded in 2001 by others. The
window is a new, vinyl-clad, divided-light, horizontal sliding
(or operable) unit. The porch consists of ashed roof
supported by metal posts. The main entrance is roughly
centered underthe shed-roofed porch.

3005 9t Street

This a one and a half story, wood frame-constructed Tudor
cottage features aclipped, side-gabled roof intersecting the
taller, one and a half story front-gabled volume (Figure 4-19).
The roof features overhanging eaves and an under-eave Figure 4-18. 2995 9 Street
fascia board but has no rafter ends. A shed roof covers

the portico and is supported by simple, round columns.

The exterior is stucco covered and the roof is anewer
asphalt composition shingle roof. The windows are vinyl
replacement units in simple wood surrounds and

include single-light picture windows and horizontal

sliding units on the main street-facing facade.

3006 9t Street

This two-story, multi-family, vernacular dwelling has

been extensively altered. It may have been a

foursquare duplex at one time (Figure 4-20). The first

story of the primary elevation consists of a stucco-clad, Figure 4-19. 3005 9t Street
arcaded portico sheltering two doors and two windows. )

The second story extends over the arcaded portico and

has two vinyl-clad, horizontal-sliding windows. This wood

frame-constructed residence s clad in stucco and horizontal

wood siding above the arcade and in the gable end.

Figure 4-17. 2994 9t Street

Figure 4-20. 3006 9" Street
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3015 9t Street

This simple, one-story, vernacular residence is capped by a front-facing, medium-pitched,
gabled roof featuring eave returns (Figure 4-21). The exterior is covered with stucco. A
projecting hipped-roof bay includes an entrance flanked by multi-light, single-hung, wood-
framed windows. The side elevation features a gabled, projecting dormer. Atall, narrow window
with simple wood framing appears to be original.

Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area (Houses): Eligibility and Integrity

California Register of Historical Resources

The 9t Street houses are eligible as contributing
resources within the Ninth Street Neighborhood
Conservation Area, which was designated by the City of
Riverside as a potentially eligible historic conservation
area. The Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation
Area is therefore considered a historical resource for
the purposes of CEQA.

Integrity Discussion

In 2001, these properties were evaluated for eligibilityto .
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Since Figure 4-21. 3015 9™ Street

the 2001 NRHP evaluation, very few changes have occurred. They do not appear eligible for the
NRHP individually or as a district. They retain sufficient integrity of location, design, setting, feel,
and association for the city-designated Ninth Street Neighborhood Conservation Area. The
California Office of Historic Preservation recognizes the 9 Street residences as having “5D2”"
status; they were placed in the California Register of Historical Resources in 1980. As aresult,
they are considered historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.

National Register of Historic Places

The Conservation Areais not considered eligible for the NRHP due to alack of integrity and
cohesiveness within the designated conservation area, which is 9t" Street between Howard and
Kansas Avenues. Too many modern eraimprovements, demolition of residences and citrus
industry packing houses associated with the neighborhood and a general lack of design and
material integrity have compromised the 9t Street neighborhood, and therefore are not
considered NRHP eligible.

4.6.3 12" Street Residences
Table 4-14 provides the APE Nos., site addresses, APNs for the 12t Street Residences.
Table 4-14. 12t Street Residences

APE No. Site Address | APN MR T
(if applicable)

22 3021 12t Street | 211201027 Unknown

23 3009 12t Street | 211201028 Unknown

The neighborhood to the southeast of the FMC Complex is residential in nature, and many of
the single-family residences here predate the complex. The two dwellings located on 12t Street
(22 and 23 in the APE) and adjacent to Plant 1 are present on Sanborn Maps as early as 1895.
Although highly modified from their original configurations, they are still used as residences
(Figure 4-22).
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12th Street Residences

Howard Avenue
Residences

Figure 4-22. 12t Street and Howard Avenue Single Family Residences
Source: Google Earth February 27, 2020

3021 12th Street

This single-family dwelling is rectangular in plan and
one story in height (Figure 4-23). The exterior is
covered with stucco. The houseis capped with a
medium-pitched, front-gabled roof clad in asphalt
composition shingles. A porch, which spans the
width of the street-facing facade, features a hipped
roof supported by simple wood columns. There are
rafter tails above the porch’s lintel. The entrance is
at the left (west) corner of the porch and is flanked
by two vinyl-clad, horizontal-sliding windows. A
picketed balustrade railing encloses the porch. A
louvred vent just under the ridgeline of the end
gable is framed with a simple wood frame and sill.
This property was surveyed in 2001 as P-33-027705
and categorized as a 5S3 resource (individually Figure 4-23. 3021 12th Street
eligible as a local historic landmark).
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3009 12t Street

Capped by a double intersecting hipped roof, this
one-story bungalow is crossed by afront gable with
a pentroof on the primary elevation (Figure 4-24).
The front entrance is recessed in the center of the
front gable and is flanked by pairs of double-hung
sash. This single-family residence is mostly
rectangular in plan and of wood frame construction
covered with stucco siding. The Howard-Street-
facing elevation features a bay window in addition
to double-hung, one-over-one wood sash. A pair of
shed-roofed additions on the rear of the house
extend to the north end of the parcel and are one
story in height and sheathed in stained plywood Figure 4-24. 3009 12t Street
siding.

The east elevation (Howard-Street-facing elevation) of the addition(s) has aluminum-framed,
horizontal-sliding windows and a single entrance door reached by concrete steps and enclosed
with a metal security door. This residence was previously documented as P-33-21704, with a
5S3 categorization (individually eligible as a local historic landmark).

12th Street Residences: Eligibility and Integrity

3021 12t Street

The 3021 12t Street residence has been converted from a duplex to a single-family residence,
contains a large addition to its rear elevation, plus a later visor porch addition. It was found to be
eligible for local listing in 2001. Little has changed since that survey and evaluation. Given its
previous designation as eligible for inclusionin the local inventory of historic places, it is
considered a CEQA historical resource.

3009 12t Street

Most of the alterations date to the historic

period; however, they are not considered

compatible with the original design. Sanborn

Fire Insurance Maps from 1908 and ca. 1951

show the main dwelling is still extant; however,

it has undergone substantial alteration since

1908: The pent-roofed, front-gabled porch has

been infilled and 1960-era additions have

been constructed on the rear of the house.

The porch has been enclosed to anarrow

stoop and recessed entrance, and the

distinctive closed-pedimented, front-gabled

main section of the main facade is Figure 4-25. Rear Elevation 3009 12t Street
overshadowed by two intersecting hipped

gable dormers (one of which may have been original) that infilled the area between the bay
window dormer and the pent-gabled porch. The ca. 1960-era additions to the rear of the house
(Figure 4-25) are utilitarian, shed-roofed buildings clad in wood siding. Additionally, the
detached garage, which appears on the ca. 1951 Sanborn map, is now a cottage.
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Integrity Discussion

The property was evaluated in 2001 for eligibility to the NRHP and found not eligible. Giventhe
alterations of the original plan, exterior, and design of the dwelling, it no longer retains sufficient
integrity of design, workmanship, feel, or association to be considered eligible for the NRHP
under Criterion C.

4.6.4 4110, 4120, 4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue

Table 4-15 provides the APE Nos., site addresses, APNs, and property names of worker's
houses at 4110, 4120, 4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue.

Table 4-15.4110, 4120, 4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue

Property Name

APE No. Site Address APN . .
(if applicable)

4110 Howard Avenue
4120 Howard Avenue
30 211203009 Worker’s Houses
4130 Howard Avenue

4140 Howard Avenue

Across Howard Avenue to the east of the proposed Project is an early row of worker’s houses
(30 in the APE) that appear to predate the FMC Complex. Three of these buildings appeared to
have been builtin situ, likely by the mid-1920s. A fourth residence (4130 Howard Avenue) was
moved into the row in 1940, two years after the opening of FMC Plant 1 (1938), a building that
all four residences face.

4110 Howard Avenue

The 4110 Howard Avenue residence is rectangular in
plan, one story in height, and of wood-frame
construction (Figure 4-26). This unadorned example of
a shotgun house is clad in wide, wood drop siding and
is capped by a low-pitched, front-gabled roof featuring
slightly overhanging eaves, a narrow wood fascia/barge
board at the front elevation, and exposed wood rafter
tails along the side elevations. The roofis clad in
asphalt composition shingles. The small front elevation
is largely occupied by the front door and avinyl-clad, Figure 4-26. 4110 Howard Avenue
horizontal sliding window. The offset entry door is
located toward the northern side of the front elevation
and has a metal security door, which is topped by a
simple shed-roofed overhang. Within the gable end of
the street-facing elevationis a small attic vent framed in
wood.
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4120 Howard Avenue

This single-family residence is arectangular plan, wood
frame-constructed, single-story building that exhibits

the character and scale of a shotgun house

(Figure 4-27). The building is clad primarily in wide,

wood drop siding across its front and side elevations

with a vertically-scored, T1-11 apron on the front
elevation. The medium-pitched, front-gabled roof is

clad in asphalt composition shingles. The gable end
features awide, wood-plank, under-eave board. The
front elevation has an offset entry that is at the

southern edge of the facade. A wood address plaque is
placed above the entry, and a metal security screen Figure 4-27. 4120 Howard Avenue
protects the entry door. Flanking the doorway is a vinyl-
clad, horizontal-sliding window in awood-framed opening.

4130 Howard Avenue

This small single-family residence has an L-shaped plan.
Itis one story in height and wood frame-constructed
(Figure 4-28). Itis a front gable-and-wing arrangement
with few distinguishing characteristics. The exterior is
clad in vertical board and batten wood siding and
features an off-center entry protected by a metal security
door. The entry is partially framed in wood surrounds and
features an extended lintel with awood plaque address
marker on it. A thin, wood fasciais present upon this
gable. The wing component of this residence is clad in
wood siding. A vinyl-clad, horizontal-sliding window with Figure 4-28. 4130 Howard Avenue
simple wood framing is present on this wing.

4140 Howard Avenue

The 4140 Howard Avenue residence is aone-story,
wood frame-constructed, rectangular-plan, single-family
residence (Figure 4-29). The building is clad in wood
clapboard siding and has a front-gabled roof topped
with asphalt compaosition shingles. The residence (the
southernmost of four on the parcel) is slightly set back
on its property and features a small front yard with
various shrub and succulent specimens. A small
concrete walkway is present in front of the door.

4110,4120, 4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue: Eligibility
and Integrity

Overview: The four dwellings on this property are

classified as apartments, but they are a grouping of

worker housing dating to the first half of the twentieth century. Two of the four dwellings exhibit
characteristics consistent with a Shotgun house in plan and configuration. The ensemble
appears to be eligible for the CRHR under Criterion 1 and 3, and NRHP eligible under Criterion
A and C for their association with the history and development of the Eastside neighborhood in
Riverside (Criterion A) and as intact examples of worker housing; two of which are examples of
a Shotgun house (Criterion C). Research did not reveal any significance under CRHR Criterion
2 and 4, or NRHP Criterion B or D.

Figure 4-29. 4140 Howard Avenue
Source: Google Earth 2020 (R)
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The alterations to these dwellings (laundry room addition, outhouse, and garage) and minor
fenestration changes only slightly diminish their integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feel
and association. They still convey a smaller, simpler housing form which housing for workers
during that era are noted for. The integrity of location and setting have a moderate to high
degree of integrity. Plant 1, which the dwellings face and located one block west, offers a
tangible connection (feeling and association) with the citrus industry-related developmentwithin
the Eastside neighborhood. Additionally, neighboring properties (Ninth Street residences to the
north and Lincoln Park to the southeast), Royal Citrus Company Packing House, while not
NRHP eligible, are part of the setting as well.

Title 20: City of Riverside Historic Landmarks

The four residences that comprise 4110, 4120, 4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue are a highly
intact expression of early worker housing, and as a grouping, appear to meet the City of
Riverside Historic Landmark under Criterion a (“Exemplifies or reflects special elements of the
city's cultural, social, economic, political, aesthetic, engineering, architectural, or natural history”)
and Criterion e (“Contributes to the significance of a historic area, being a geographically
definable area possessing a concentration of historic or scenic properties, or thematically
related grouping of properties that contribute to each other and are unified aesthetically by plan
or physical development”).

California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
Criterion 1 Significance:

The worker housing on parcel (APN) 211203009 have Criterion 1 significance at the local level
for their association with the historic development of Riverside and the Citrus Industry, as well
as the development of the Eastside Neighborhood, specifically. The presence of worker housing
in this area exists in context to a historically industrial setting. The property on which now
resides the FMC Complex has long had an industrial use and is a component of the setting of
the worker’s housing.

Criterion 2 Significance:

To be considered eligible under Criterion 2, the property would needto be associated with a
person considered historically significant on the local or state level, within the context of the
Eastside Neighborhood and the citrus industry that grew around the property. Research
revealed names of individuals who resided here in the historic period, along with their
occupations.

Numerous individuals occupied the residences at various times; it is not known whether they
were renters or owners. At 4110 Howard Avenue, known occupants were Ellison H. Louder (a
cement finisher in 1942) and Thomas and Ruth Hayes. At 4120 Howard Avenue lived Jennie
and Roman Falcon (he worked as a truck driver in 1944) and Laura and Marion Marbley (Marion
was a mechanicin 1947). 4130 Howard Avenue housed Erthure Vanley (ayardman for a
mechanic in 1952) and Rosalie Daniels (a domestic worker in 1955). 4140 Howard Avenue was
the house of Vernal Burns (awidow in 1947) and Ann L. Fowler in 1955. Given the types of
occupations (mechanic, truck driver, cement finisher, etc.) it is unlikely that these residences
would be the location(s) where these individuals made noteworthy contributions in the history of
Riverside or the Eastside Neighborhood. No other relevant information about these individuals
was available and research did not determine that they made significant contributions in their
fields of employment or the historic context of the area (Index to Great Register of Riverside
Precinct No. 25, 1942; Riverside City Directory, 1951: 210; Index to Great Register of Riverside
Precinct No. 24, 1944; Luskey’s Official Riverside, California Criss Cross City Directory, 1952:
235; Luskey’s Official Riverside, California Criss Cross City Directory (1955), 75, 103; Riverside
City Directory, 1947: 73).
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Criterion 3 Significance:

This grouping of residences also appears eligible for the California Register of Historical
Resources under Criterion 3: (“Embodies the distinctive characteristics of atype, period, region,
or method of construction ....”). Based on their scale, vernacular design qualities, placement,
and location, these four residences appear to be an early example of worker housing. The 4110
and 4120 Howard Avenue residences exhibit characteristics consistent with a Shotgun house: a
narrow-scaled, front-facing gable volume with extended side elevations. Such houses were
common in African American communities in southern states, and appear in communities
throughout the U.S.

Criterion 4 Significance:

As the dwellings date to the historic period, are examples of worker housing and remain extant,
the property does not appear to be a significant source, or likely source, of important historical
information, nor does it appear likely to hold important information about historic construction
methods, materials, or technologies.

National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
Criterion A Significance:

The worker housing on parcel (APN) 211203009 have significance at the local level under
Criterion Afor their association with the historic development of Riverside and the Citrus
Industry, as well as the development of the Eastside Neighborhood, specifically. The presence
of worker housing in this area exists in context to a historically industrial setting. The property on
which now resides the FMC Complex has long had an industrial use and is a component of the
setting of the worker’s housing.
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Criterion B Significance:

To be considered eligible under Criterion B, the property would need to be associated with a
person considered historically significant on the local or state level, within the context of the
Eastside Neighborhood and the citrus industry that grew around the property. Research
revealed names of individuals who resided here in the historic period, along with their
occupations.

Numerous individuals occupied the residences at various times; it is not known whether they
were renters or owners. At 4110 Howard Avenue, known occupants were Ellison H. Louder (a
cement finisher in 1942) and Thomas and Ruth Hayes. At 4120 Howard Avenue lived Jennie
and Roman Falcon (he worked as a truck driver in 1944) and Laura and Marion Marbley (Marion
was a mechanic in 1947). 4130 Howard Avenue housed Erthure Vanley (ayardman for a
mechanic in 1952) and Rosalie Daniels (a domestic worker in 1955). 4140 Howard Avenue was
the house of Vernal Burns (awidow in 1947) and Ann L. Fowler in 1955. Given the types of
occupations and positions held by these individuals (mechanic, truck driver, cementfinisher,
housekeeper, etc.) itis unlikely that these residences would be the location(s) where these
individuals made noteworthy contributions in the history of Riverside or the Eastside
Neighborhood. No other relevant information about these individuals was available and
research did not determine that they made significant contributions in their fields of employment
or the historic context of the area (Index to Great Register of Riverside Precinct No. 25, 1942;
Riverside City Directory, 1951: 210; Index to Great Register of Riverside Precinct No. 24, 1944,
Luskey’s Official Riverside, California Criss Cross City Directory, 1952: 235; Luskey's Official
Riverside, California Criss Cross City Directory (1955), 75, 103; Riverside City Directory, 1947:
73).

Criterion C Significance:

This grouping of residences also appears under NRHP Criterion C: (“Embodies the distinctive
characteristics of atype, period, style, or method of construction ....”). Based on their scale,
vernacular design qualities, placement, and location, these four residences appear to be an
early example of worker housing. The 4110 and 4120 Howard Avenue residences are examples
of a Shotgun house: aone-story, narrow-scaled, front-facing gable volume with extended side
elevations. Such houses were common in African American communities in the American south
and appear in neighboring Los Angeles.

Criterion D Significance:

As the dwellings date to the historic period, are examples of worker housing and remain extant,
the property does not appear to be a significant source, or likely source, of important historical
information, nor does it appear likely to hold important information about historic construction
methods, materials, or technologies.

Integrity Discussion

A 1922 sewer hook-up permit exists for the 4140 Howard Avenue residence. A 1953 permit
exists for alaundry room addition to 4140 Howard Avenue. Though original building permits or
sewer hook-up permits do not exist for4110 and 4120, it is likely these buildings predate 1922,
as they appear on Sanborn Maps fromthat time period. A September 10,1940 permit describes
the dwellings even at that time as a “poor class of bldg.” 4130 Howard Avenue originally
featured a standalone outhouse that was rebuilt and connected to the residencein 1957. A
garage was added to the 4120 Howard Avenue property in 1949. Vinyl replacement windows
appear on each residence.

The alterations to these dwellings (laundry room addition, outhouse, and garage) and minor
fenestration changes only slightly diminish their integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feel
and association. They are still able to convey a simple housing form, which housing for laborers
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during that era are noted for. The integrity of location and setting have a moderate to high
degree of integrity. Plant 1, which the dwellings face and located one block west, offers a
tangible connection (feeling and association) with the citrus industry-related development within
the Eastside neighborhood. Additionally, neighboring properties (Ninth Street residences to the
north and Lincoln Park to the southeast), while not NRHP eligible, are part of the setting as well.

4.6.5 Lincoln Park
Table 4-16 provides the APE No., site address, APNs, and property name for Lincoln Park.

Table 4-16. Lincoln Park

APE No. Site Address APN Property Name
(if applicable)
Howard Avenue Lincoln Park
31 and 12t Street 211123001

Lincoln Park (31 in the APE) is in the Eastside

neighborhood close to the FMC Complex

(Figure 4-30). Its existence is adirect result of a

lawsuit brought on the City of Riverside by alocal

resident who believed the city’s policies were

discriminatory against people of color. Constructed

in 1924 in a neighborhood that was historically home

to Latino and African American families, the park

had ball fields, apool, and a community center

called the Community Settlement House during the

1930s. In July 1945, a plaque and monument

commemorating local Eastside residents who died in

World War Il was dedicated in Lincoln Park (no Figure 4-30. Lincoln Park
longer extant). Those memorialized include Private

First Class (PFC) Manuel Rangel, Private (PVT) Gus Cabrera, PFC Venturo Macias, PVT
Theodore Molinedo, and Corporal (CPL) Dario Vasquez (Missing in Action.

Lincoln Park: Eligibility and Integrity

The park appears eligible for local listing as a City of Riverside historic landmark under Criterion
A and Criterion F. Itis primarily significant for its role as a community center of sorts for the
Eastside residents. It is also significant for its role in the city’s civil rights history, as the
existence of the park in this neighborhood is a direct result of the city’s de facto segregation
policies. Figures D-3, D-4, and D-5 in Appendix D illustrate the changes to the setting of the
park caused by the Project.
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4.6.6 3021 14" Street
Table 4-17 provides the APE No., site address, and APN at 3021 14t Street.

Table 4-17. 3021 14th Street

APE No. Site Address APN PO ETTE
(if applicable)
32 3021 14th Street 211231010 Set Free Thrift Store

3021 14th Street is 32 in the APE (Figure 4-31).
Rectangular in plan and one story in height, this low-
slung, concrete masonry unit-constructed strip
commercial building features ribbon windows placed
high on the street-facing facades and a corner
entrance under adeeply overhanging canopy. The
storefront (non-original) comprises double doors
flanked by full-length sidelights and has multi-light
transoms above. A loading bay is located toward the
rear of the building. The ribbonwindows are single- Figure 4-31. 3021 14t Street
light units in metal (presumably aluminum) frames
and appear to be original.

3021 14th Street: Eligibility and Integrity

This low-slung, concrete masonry-constructed strip commercial building exhibits afew of the
characteristics common in the design of Mid-Century examples of its type, including ribbon
windows, overhanging canopy, and unadorned concrete walls. The windows are single light
units in narrow metal frames, and the storefront, including its sidelights and transoms, are set in
metal frames as well. These appear to be a more recent alteration. Other alterations include
placement of glazed black squares in a linear pattern on the walls facing the parking lot.

According to the Riverside Modernism Historic Context Statement on file with the California
Office of Historic Preservation, to meet eligibility standards, a commercial building must
exemplify the tenets of the modern movement; display most of the character-defining features of
its style; date from the period of significance; exhibit quality of design; and retain the essential
factors of integrity.

Within this context, this strip commercial building does not appear to meet the registration
requirements outlined above because it is not a distinctive example of the style, exhibiting only
the low-slung volume, extended canopy, and ribbon windows. The storefront has been replaced,
and the exterior has been modified with applied, decorative squares. It is not considered eligible
for local listing or for state or federal listing under any of the criteria, primarily Criterion 3/C,
because it lacks distinction within Riverside’s Modernism context.

4.6.7 3820 and 3888 Commerce Street

Table 4-18 provides the APE Nos., site addresses, APNs, and property names for 3820 and
3888 Commerce Street.
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Table 4-18. 3820 and 3888 Commerce Street

APE No. Site Address APN AL Elus
(if applicable)

1 3820 Commerce Street | 211122001 Ross Vending

2 3888 Commerce Street | 211122002 Unknown

3820 Commerce Street (No. 1 in the APE) is the southern-most building of the complex, and
comprises a two-story, load-bearing brick fagade that features segmentally arched windows and
one loading bay. The upper portion of the masonry wall acts as a parapet, with two medium-
pitched gable roof buildings behind it. The east-facing elevation features stepped parapets and
segmentally-arched loading docks and vehicular entrances. The exterior appears to be painted
masonry. The mid-section of the complex is a concrete-constructed, one-story warehouse
capped by a low-pitched, gabled roof. The west-facing elevation features aflat parapet, loading
docks, and recesses in the wall plane leading to steps and single-door entrances to the
buildings.

3888 Commerce Street (No. 2 in the APE)
is one of three separate but contiguous
warehouse buildings on Commerce Street
between University and 9t Street (Figure
4-32). Located at the north end of the
block, this load bearing, brick-and-
concrete-constructed warehouse is
rectangular in plan, two stories in height,
and capped by a flat, built-up roof with a

parapet facing Commerce Street. Figure 4-32. 3820 (foreground) and 3888

The second story is set back from the Commerce Street

outer walls and is punctuated by three

large, single-light windows in each bay facing north and overlooking the truck bays below. The
exterior appears to be clad with stucco and there are few openings facing the street. On the
Commerce Street elevation is a centrally located loading dock with an overhead vehicular door.
The north fagade of the building features a series of segmentally-arched truck bays with flat
canopies above.

3820 and 3888 Commerce Street: Eligibility and Integrity

The warehouses are in the (potentially) locally eligible Citrus Thematic Industrial Historic
District, as indicated on the City of Riverside’s Historic Districts Map. The building retains
integrity of location, workmanship, feel, and their (thematic) association with similar citrus
industry warehouses and plants in the immediate vicinity, including the Food Machinery
Corporation buildings to the south.

It has, however, lost integrity of its setting and design, as the area has been redeveloped to
include multi-family housing and surface parking. The second story addition (3820 Commerce)
does not appear to be part of the original design. Given these factors, the property is no longer
able to convey its historic significance and is not considered individually eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places under Criterion C or the California Register of Historical Resources
under Criterion 3. They are recommended as eligible on the local level as contributing resources
in the (potentially eligible) Citrus Thematic Industrial Historic District under City of Riverside’s
historic preservation Criteriaa and e, and would therefore be considered historical resources
under CEQA.
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4.6.8 3075 10" Street
Table 4-19 provides the APE No., site address, APN, and property name for 3075 10t Street.

Table 4-19. 3075 10t Street

APE No. Site Address APN Property Name
(if applicable)
14 3075 10t Street 211119032 Royal Citrus Packing House

The property (No. 14 in the APE) has a long history associated with the citrus industry

(Figure 4-33). Originally, it served as a warehouse. Itis rectangular in plan, roughly two stories
in height, and of load-bearing masonry construction, and it exhibits a vertical standing-seam
metal facade (non-original) attached to the exterior of the 10t Street elevation. The metal
facade appears to be canted or tapered.

3075 10t Street: Eligibility and Integrity

The Royal Citrus Packing House was evaluated in 2003
for its historic significance and integrity and found to
lack the integrity necessary to be considered eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places (Referto
resource P-33-13079). In its current configuration, it is
rectangular in plan, roughly two stories in height, and of
load-bearing masonry construction with avertical
standing seam metal facade attached to the exterior of
the 10t Street elevation.

Figure 4-33. 3075 10t Street

According to the 2003 evaluation by CRM Tech,"...the building offers no more than mere clues
of its 1888-1891 roots, and bears little resemblance to its pre-1939, Alfred Lewis-era forerunner
or forerunners. In fact, due to the highly visible exterior alterations dating to the 1970s to 1990s,
the building does not even retain enough of its historic appearance to recall the 1950s period.
Furthermore, much of the building, both exterior and interior, has suffered significant structural
damages resulting fromrecent hazardous material abatement efforts.” Therefore, the aspects of
integrity of material, workmanship, design, setting, feel, and association have been
compromised to the point that it can no longer convey its historic significance. As aresult, it is
not recommended eligible for local listing, the CRHR, or the NRHP.

4.6.9 Sidewalk Stamps
Table 4-20 provides the location of the Sidewalk Stamps at 10t and 12t Streets.

Table 4-20. Location of Sidewalk Stamps at 10t and 12th Streets

APE No. Site Address APN Property Name
(if applicable)
Sidewalks on 10t Sidewalk Stamps
N/A and 12th Streets N/A
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Two of the sidewalk stamps, (one marked
“Pearson & Dickenson” and dated 1925 (Figure
4-34), are on the south side of 10t Street (east of
Howard Avenue). One marked “City Inspector”
with no date is on the east side of Howard
Avenue, just north of 10t Street. And, on the
north side of 12t Street, (east of Howard
Avenue) one is marked “Frank Sloan 1950,” and
on the other side of the streetis acurb incised
with “WPA 1939.” (Works Progress
Administration)

Sidewalk Stamps: Eligibility and Inteqgrity

The sidewalks are intermittent in the
neighborhood where the sidewalk stamps are

Figure 4-34. Sidewalk Stamp

located. The dates on the stamps correspond with the date of construction for the park. During
the 1930s, park improvements occurred, and may have included the WPA-era sidewalks. A park
improvement bond measure in the early 1950s may also have included sidewalk improvements.
As individual objects, they are not considered significant, as they are commonly found in older
neighborhoods nation-wide. They are not recommended eligible for local listing as a historic
landmark, nor do they warrant listing in CRHR or NRHP under Criterion 1 or Criterion C,

respectively.
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5.0 Section 106: Potential Effects Under the Build
Alternative and Design Options

5.1 Overview of Effects

Adverse effects result when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the
characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places. The (preliminary) assessment of effects (application of the Criteria
of Adverse Effect) addresses why and how historic properties would be altered or destroyed as
a result of the Project. Based on the project description, this undertaking would result in effects
to two potentially eligible complexes of Historic Properties. Demolition of Plant 1 (APNs
211201004, 211201006, 211201007, 211201026, 211201039/3087 12t Street) of the FMC
Complex is considered an adverse effectdue to physical destruction of all or part of this historic
property. There are also effects to associated buildings within the FMC Complex as aresult of
demolition of Plant 1. Plant 2 (APN 211231024/3080 12™ Street) would be adversely affected as
well, as the destruction of half the complex diminishes the integrity of the complex to the point
where Plant 2 can no longer adequately convey its significance.

To alesser degree, the other NRHP-eligible complex (the worker's houseslocated a block away
at APN 211203009/4110,4120, 4130 and 4140 Howard Avenue) would be affected by the
Project. The impacts are less tangible, as the houses are about a block away from Plant 1, but
the setting of the houses would be altered. Accordingto 36 CFR Part 800.5(a)(2)(iv) Change of
the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property's setting that
contribute to its historic significance, changes in character to a properties setting can be an
adverse effectto the property. The altered setting does not appear to be to a degree that would
resultin an adverse effect. Construction-related, temporary effects, including visual, noise and
vibration, will also be considered in the assessment of effects for this property.

The remainder of this chapter includes an application of the Criteria of Adverse Effects to the
two NRHP-eligible properties, a study of avoidance alternatives considered during project
development, and recommended mitigation measures to address adverse effects.

The following listis an excerpt fromthe federal register:

36 CFR Part 800.5(a)(2) Examples of Adverse Effects

Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to:
(i) Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property

(ii) Alteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, maintenance,
stabilization, hazardous material remediation and provision of handicapped access, that is not
consistent with the Secretary’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties

(iif) Removal of the property fromits historic location

(iv) Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property's
setting that contribute to its historic significance
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(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the
property's significant historic features

(vi) Neglect of a property which causes its deterioration, except where such neglect and
deterioration are recognized qualities of a property of religious and cultural significance to an
Indian tribe or Native Hawaiian organization

(vii) Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate
and legally enforceable restrictions or conditionsto ensure long-term preservation of the
property's historic significance.

5.2 Preliminary Section 106 Assessment of Effects to
NRHP Eligible and Listed Historic Properties

5.2.1 FMC Complex: Adverse Effect

Table 5-1 provides the APE Nos., site addresses, APNs, and property name for FMC Complex
Adverse Effects.

Table 5-1. FMC Complex: Adverse Effect

. Property Name
APE No. Site Address APN (if applicable) and SHPO ID
17 211201004
18 211201006
19 3087 12!h Street 211201007 FMC Complex Plant 1
P-33-09769
21 211201026
28 211201039
FMC Complex Plant 2
33 3080 12" Street 211231024
P-33-09769

Demolition of the FMC’s Plant 1 is considered an adverse effectto the FMC Complex according
to 36 CFR § 800.5(a)(2)(i). Demolition of Plant 1 (a primary character-defining feature of the
FMC Complex) adversely affectsthe FMC Complex’s ability to convey its historic significance.
As stated above, demolishing part or all of a Historic Property is considered an adverse effect.
In addition, the demolition of Plant 1 of the FMC Complex diminishes the complex’s integrity of
location, design, material, workmanship, setting, feel, and association. Figures D-1 and D-2 in
Appendix D illustrate the alterations to the setting, feel, and association caused by the
undertaking.

FMC Plant 1

Plant 1, which is the oldest of the buildings in the FMC Complex, is recommended individually
eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A and B. Demolishing FMC'’s Plant 1 is considered an
adverse effectaccording to 36 CFR 8§ 800.5(a)(2)(i). Plant 1, which was builtin 1938, was the
first building constructed in the complex. It is located adjacent to the railroad corridor, a historic
canal, and was considered at the time of its completion to be the largest facility of its type,
worldwide.
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FMC Plant 2

Across the street and to the south of Plant 1 is FMC Plant 2. Plant 2 is recommended
individually eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A, B, and C. Plant 2 was builtin 1942 and is
locally significant as well as having state significance. Plant 2 would be the only remaining
building in the complex of seven extant historic buildingsin the FMC Complex upon project
completion. Demolishing Plant 1 adversely affects Plant 2, as it diminishes Plant 2’s integrity of
setting. According to National Register Bulletin 15: “How to Apply the National Register of
Historic Places Criteria”, Setting, as a character-defining feature, deals with the relationships
between buildings and other features or open space. The scale of the buildings is a character-
defining feature of the complex, and removing approximately half of the complex, which is in
close proximity to the remaining Plant 2, adversely affects Plant 2’s ability to convey its
significance. The visual simulations in Appendix D (Figures D-1 and D-2) illustrate the changes
to the setting.

Plant 2 underwent an exterior renovation in 2012. As it is a local historic landmark and subject
to review under Title 20 of the City of Riverside's Municipal Code, the alterations required
approval by the City of Riverside’s Cultural Heritage Board. The review of the project was based
in part on the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation; therefore, approval of the
Certificate of Appropriateness (C of A) basically conferred a Finding of No Adverse Effect for
that project.

5.2.2 4110, 4120, 4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue: No Adverse
Effect

Table 5-2 provides the APE Nos., site addresses, APNs, and property names for 4110, 4120,
4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue: No Adverse Effect.

Table 5-2. 4110, 4120, 4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue: No Adverse Effect

APE No. Site Address APN PO TS
(if applicable)
4110 Howard Avenue
4120 Howard Avenue
30 211203009 Worker’s Houses

4130 Howard Avenue
4140 Howard Avenue

The houses located at 4110, 4120, 4130, and 4140 Howard Avenue are recommended eligible
for the NRHP, two as representative examples of shotgun houses, and two as an expression of
simple, worker’s housing located in Eastside, which was home to communities associated with
the citrus industry, including Japanese, Mexican and Mexican-American as well as African
Americans (and people of European descent). They are significant on the state and local level,
meeting NRHP Criterion C and CRHR Criterion 3 and have only slightly diminished integrity of
design, materials, workmanship, feel and association. They are still able to convey a “poor class
of building”, which housing for workers during that era are noted for. The integrity of location and
setting have a moderate to high degree of integrity. Plant 1, which the dwellings face and
located one block west, offers atangible connection (feeling and association) with the citrus
industry-related development within the Eastside neighborhood. Additionally, neighboring
properties (Ninth Street residencesto the north and Lincoln Park to the southeast), while not
NRHP eligible, are part of the setting as well. An application of the (relevant) Criteria of Adverse
Effect are:
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(iv) Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property's
setting that contribute to its historic significance.

The FMC Complex’s Plant 1 is within the setting of the Howard Avenue houses, but the houses
are one city block away from Plant 1. The houses are primarily significant as examples of
worker’s houses. Demolition of Plant 1 and construction of alarge surface parking lot across the
street diminishes the houses’ integrity of setting. An application of the (relevant) Criteria of
Adverse Effectare:

(v) Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the
property's significant historic features.

The Howard Avenue houses are located in an urban setting with an active rail corridor
approximately one city block to the west. Construction of a parking lot across the street fromthe
residences will cause temporary atmospheric (dust) and audible elements, due to construction.

The Project’s impacts would alter the houses’ integrity of setting, feel, and association, as
Options 1A through 3B would require demolition of the FMC’s Plant 1 and one or both the
houses between them, which are part of the historic setting of the Howard Avenue houses.
However, this change would not alter the aspects of integrity of location and design, which are
(along with setting) the most important aspects of integrity under Criterion C. The Project’s
effectis recommended as No Adverse Effect, as the houses’ overall integrity of location, design,
workmanship, feel, and association would remain intact enough to convey their historic
significance. The visual simulations in Appendix D (Figures D-6 and D-7) illustrate the changes
to the setting.

5.3 Avoidance Alternatives Considered

Table 5-3 provides the APE Nos., site addresses, APNs, and property names for Avoidance
Alternatives Considered.

Table 5-3. Avoidance Alternatives Considered

. Property Name
APE No. Site Address APN (i applicable) and SHPO ID
17 211201004
18 211201006
FMC Complex Plant 1
19 3087 12t Street | 211201007
P-33-09769
21 211201026
28 211201039
FMC Complex Plant 2
33 3080 12t Street | 211231024
P-33-09769

Avoidance alternatives were developed to avoid or minimize impacts to the FMC Complex
(Plants 1 and 2). In addition to the Criteria of Adverse Effect foundin Section 106 of the NHPA
(36 CFR § 800.5) and pursuant to the resolution of adverse effects process contained in 36
CFR § 800.6, the avoidance alternatives were evaluated against a series of core performance
criteriathat address the following program and service needs for the proposed station
improvements and are consistent with the Project objectives:
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* Ability to maintain Metrolink equipment storage needs

* Ability to improve connectivity between other Metrolink lines and local transit
* Safe access for pedestrians

* Right of way availability

* Property Acquisition needs

* Environmental mitigation

* Impact to adjacent businesses

* Ability to service growth plan

* Potential for additional service growth beyond plan (e.g. parking)

* Impact to BNSF operations

5.3.1 No Build Alternative

Under the No Build Alternative, implementation of improvements at the RDS would not be
constructed and the current configuration of the RDS would remain the same. Although this
alternative would avoid impacts at the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2), the No Build
Alternative would not meet the project purpose and need. The No Build Alternative would not
expand platform capacity to meet passenger train storage needs; efficiency would not improve
because train meets for commuters would continue on the BNSF mainline; it would not improve
regional connectivity or accessiblity because it woud not improve operations to accommodate
the 91/Perris Valley (91/PV) Line, and the IEOC Lines and train capacity and storage would be
limited to the existing platforms. Based on this assessment, the No Build Alternative was
considered, but was eliminated, because it did not meet the project purpose and need.

5.3.2 Avoidance Alternative 1: New Platform and Tracks on the
West Side of the Existing Station

Avoidance Alternative 1 avoids the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) on the east side of the
station by moving proposed improvements to the west side of the station (Figure 5-1). This
avoidance alternative would provide anew platform and tracks on the west side of the existing
station with pedestrian at-grade crossings at both ends of the new platform. The existing
pedestrian overpass would be extended to the new platform with an option to extend to the main
parking lot.

Although Avoidance Alternative 1 would avoid the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) and
resultin a Section 106 finding of no adverse effect to the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2), it
would not address the purpose and need of the project because this avoidance alternative:

* Does not allow the Perris Valley trains to use the west side platform because there are no
existing crossovers between the RDS and the Perris Valley Line connection, and BNSF will
not allow new crossovers to be added/constructed.

* Eliminates two existing layover tracks on the west side of the station and precludes
construction of afuture planned third layover track at this location. The removal of layover
tracks directly adjacent to the station would result in commuter trains being serviced and
parked at a remote facility in Colton, which would add operational logistics and costs to
accommodate the loss of the layover tracks at the RDS. The remote facility would need to
be checked for adequate space to service and park the trains. Agreements with BNSF
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would also need to be checked for adequate permissionto move trains between the remote
facility and the RDS. The remote facility would also require additional train movements on
the BNSF system which would be above the current limits in the Shared Use Agreement
between BNSF and RCTC. Therefore, renegotiation of the Shared Use Agreementwould be
required. Efforts to renegotiate the existing Shared Use Agreement have been ongoing for
the last 20 years and BNSF may object to the additional train movements.

* Requires construction of anew railroad bridge over 14t Street.
* Requires anew turnout and Control Point on BNSF Mainline Track 1.
* Reduces existing parking capacity.

* Requires reconfiguration of bus access into the main station parking lot.

Figure 5-1. Avoidance Alternative 1
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5.3.3 Avoidance Alternative 1A: New Platform and Tracks on the
West Side of the Existing Station (avoids crossing the 14
Street Railroad Bridge)

Avoidance Alternative 1A avoids the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) on the east side of the
station by moving proposed improvements to the west side of the station (Figure 5-2).
Avoidance Alternative 1A would provide a new turnout to the platform and tracks on the west
side of the existing station with pedestrian at-grade crossings at both ends of the new platform.
The existing pedestrian overpass would be extended to the new platform with an option to
extend to the main parking lot.

Although Avoidance Alternative 1A would avoid the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) and
resultin a Section 106 finding of no adverse effect to FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) it
would not address the purpose and need of the project because this avoidance alternative:

* Does not allow the Perris Valley trains to use the west side platform due to the lack of
crossovers betweenthe RDS and the Perris Valley Line connection and BNSF will not allow
new crossovers to be added/constructed.

* Eliminates and requires replacement of two existing layover tracks on the west side of the
station and preclude construction of afuture planned third layover track at this location. The
removal of layover tracks directly adjacent to the station would result in commuter trains
being serviced and parked at a remote facility in Colton, which would add operational
logistics and costs to accommodate the loss of the layover tracks at the RDS. The remote
facility would need to be checked for adequate space to service and park the trains.
Agreements with BNSF would also need to be checked for adequate permission to move
trains between the remote facility and the RDS. The remote facility would also require
additional train movements on the BNSF system which would be above the current limits in
the Shared Use Agreement between BNSF and RCTC. Therefore, renegotiation of the
Shared Use Agreement would be required. Efforts to renegotiate the Shared Use
Agreement have been ongoing for the last 20 years and BNSF may object to the additional
train movements.

* Requires anew turnout and Control Point on BNSF Mainline Track 1.

* Reduces existing parking capacity and requires reconfiguration of bus access into the main
station parking lot.
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Figure 5-2. Avoidance Alternative 1A

5.3.4 Avoidance Alternative 2: New Platform and Tracks on the
East Side of the Existing Station (stub ended)

Avoidance Alternative 2 avoids the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) on the east side of the
station by moving proposed improvements north of the FMC Complex. (Figure 5-3). Avoidance
Alternative 2 would provide anew platform and tracks on the east side of the existing station
with pedestrian grade crossings at the east end of the new platform. This alternative would
increase Metrolink train storage capacity while minimizing impacts to BNSF operations. In
addition, the south end of the new platform would be near the existing overflow parking lot for
convenient access for passengers.
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Figure 5-3. Avoidance Alternative 2

Although Avoidance Alternative 2 would avoid the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) and
resultin a Section 106 finding of no adverse effect to FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2), it
would not address the purpose and need of the project because this avoidance alternative:

Includes a stub-ended configuration that is not acceptable for train operations at this location
because it reduces train storage capacity and trains that were parked on the eastside of
Platform 2 would block trains from leaving at the stub ended tracks.

Requires aright-hand turnout within the limits of the existing platform at the station, which
would not meet Metrolink standards and would not be permitted due to operational
restrictions.

Requires widening of the existing bridge over University Avenue.

Eliminates and requires replacement of two existing layover tracks. The removal of layover
tracks directly adjacent to the station would result in commuter trains being serviced and
parked at a remote facility in Colton, which would add operational logistics and costs to
accommodate the loss of the layover tracks at the RDS. The remote facility would need to
be checked for adequate space to service and park the trains. Agreements with BNSF
would also need to be checked for adequate permissionto move trains between the remote
facility and the RDS. The remote facility would also require additional train movements on
the BNSF system, which would be above the current limits in the Shared Use Agreement
between BNSF and RCTC. Therefore, renegotiation of the Shared Use Agreementwould be
required. Efforts to renegotiate the Shared Use Agreement have been ongoing for the last
20 years and BNSF may object to the additional train movements.
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* Passengers would not be able to get to Platforms 1 and 2 or to the westside main parking
without leaving the main station because it would require anew pedestrian crossing for
passengers transferring from the new platformto the existing platform, which is not
permitted.

* Does notincrease parking capacity.

5.3.5 Avoidance Alternative 2A: New Platform and Tracks on the
East Side of the Existing Station (avoids existing layover
tracks)

Avoidance Alternative 2A avoids the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) and the two existing
layover tracks on the east side of the station by shifting improvements north of Mission Inn
Avenue (Figure 5-4). This avoidance alternative would provide a new platform and tracks on the
east side of the existing station, and pedestrian grade crossings would be provided at both ends
of the new platform.

Although Avoidance Alternative 2A would avoid the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) and
resultin a Section 106 finding of no adverse effect to FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2), it
would not address the purpose and need of the project because this avoidance alternative:

* Requires Mission Inn Avenue to be grade separated to accommodate the 4t and 5t tracks
and meet CPUC standards.

* Requires anew turnout on BNSF Mainline Track 3 and CP.

* Increases the distance of the west end of platform to the pedestrian bridge to 2,300 feet
fromthe main parking, and the east end of the platform to the furthest parking spotin the
main parking area is 4,600 feet, which would not provide convenient passenger access.

* Does notincrease parking capacity.

Figure 5-4. Avoidance Alternative 2A
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5.3.6 Avoidance Alternative 2B: New Platform and Tracks on the

East Side of the Existing Station (avoids existing layover
tracks and Mission Inn Avenue)

Avoidance Alternative 2B avoids the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) on the east side of the
station and avoids the existing layover tracks by shifting the track improvements farther north,
past Mission Inn Avenue (Figure 5-5). This avoidance alternative would provide a new platform
and tracks on the east side of the existing station and pedestrian grade crossing would be
provided at the south end of the new platform.

Although Avoidance Alternative 2B would avoid the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) and
resultin a Section 106 finding of no adverse effect to FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2), it
would not address the purpose and need of the project because this avoidance alternative:

* Includes a stub-ended configuration that is not acceptable for train operations at this location
because it would require areverse (double move) on the BNSF mainline, adversely
impacting their operations. The additional movements would create delays, inefficiencies,
and unacceptable operations.

* Requires anew turnout on BNSF Mainline Track 3 and new CP.

* Increases the distance to the west end of platform to the pedestrian bridge to 2,300 feet
fromthe main parking, and the east end of the platformto the furthest parking spotin the
main parking area is 4,600 feet, which would not provide convenient passenger access.

* Does notincrease parking capacity.

Figure 5-5. Avoidance Alternative 2B
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5.3.7 Avoidance Alternative 2C: New Platform and Tracks on the
East Side of the Existing Station (not stub ended)

Avoidance Alternative 2C avoids the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) on the east side of the
station by shifting the improvements just north of the FMC Complex (Figure 5-6). This
avoidance alternative would provide a new platform and tracks just north of RDS, and
pedestrian grade crossings would be provided at both ends of the new platform.

Although Avoidance Alternative 2C would avoid the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) and
resultin a Section 106 finding of no adverse effect to FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2), it
would not address the purpose and need of the project because this avoidance alternative:

* Would not accommodate passengers to gain access from Platforms 1 and 2 or to the main
parking lot on the west side of the station without leaving the main station because it would
require anew pedestrian crossing for passengers transferring from the new platform to the
existing platform, which is not permitted.

* Requires Mission Inn Avenue to be grade separated to accommodate the 4t and 5t tracks
and meet CPUC standards.

* Requires widening of the existing bridge over University Avenue.

* Eliminates and requires replacement of two existing layover tracks. The removal of layover
tracks directly adjacent to the station would result in commuter trains being serviced and
parked at a remote facility in Colton, which would add operational logistics and costs to
accommodate the loss of the layover tracks at the RDS. The remote facility would need to
be checked for adequate space to service and park the trains. Agreements with BNSF
would also need to be checked for adequate permission to move trains between the remote
facility and the RDS. The remote facility would also require additional train movements on
the BNSF system, which would be above the current limits in the Shared Use Agreement
between BNSF and RCTC. Therefore, renegotiation of the Shared Use Agreementwould be
required. Efforts to renegotiate the Shared Use Agreement have been ongoing for the last
20 years, and BNSF may object to the additional train movements.

* Requires anew turnout on BNSF Mainline Track 3 and CP.

* Increases the distance from west end of platformto the pedestrian bridge to 1,100 feet from
the main parking, and the east end of the platformto the furthest parking spot in the main
parking area is 3,400 feet, which would not provide convenient passenger access.
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Figure 5-6. Avoidance Alternative 2C

5.3.8 Avoidance Alternative 3: New Platform and Tracks on the
East Side of 14" Street

Avoidance Alternative 3 avoids the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) on the east side of the
station by shifting the improvements south of 14t Street (Figure 5-7). Avoidance Alternative 3
would provide a new platform and tracks on the south side of the existing station, and
pedestrian grade crossings would be provided at both ends of the new platform.

Although Avoidance Alternative 3 would avoid the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2) and
resultin a Section 106 finding of no adverse effect to the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2), it
would not address the purpose and need of the project because this avoidance alternative:

* Is not acceptable for train operations at this location because it would require areverse
(double move ) on the BNSF mainline, adversely impacting their operations. The additional
movements would create delays, inefficiencies, and unacceptable operations.

* Requires relocation and modification of existing signals facilities.

* Requires extensive right of way acquisition of frontage road and adjacent properties to
accommodate a new platform and tracks and also requires avacation of Commerce Street.

* Increases the distance from the west end of platform to the pedestrian bridge to 2,300 feet
fromthe main parking, and the east end of the platformto the furthest parking spotin the
main parking area is 4,600 feet, which would not provide convenient passenger access.
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Figure 5-7. Avoidance Alternative 3

5.3.9 Summary of Avoidance Alternatives

The Build Alternative and Avoidance Alternatives previously described were evaluated based on
how they best met the core evaluation criteria. In addition to the Section 106 Criteria of Adverse
Effect, the core evaluation criteriawas based on the purpose and need and project objectives
listed below and was used to screen all potential project alternatives.

Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed project is to expand the capacity, improve operations and
efficiency, connectivity, and the passenger experience at the RDS.

Project Objectives

* Expand platform capacity to meet passenger train storage needs
* Allow for train meets off the BNSF mainline and minimize impacts to BNSF operations

* Improve transit connectivity and accessibility while minimizing impacts on improvement
projects near the station that are already designed or in construction

* Facilitate more efficientpassenger flow and reduce dwell times

* Enhance safety and access for station users

* Accommodate projected future demand

In the evaluation of the Build Alternative and Avoidance Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2B, 2C, and 3
against the core performance criteria, the Build Alternative was determined the best alternative

for the expansion of the RDS because it met the purpose and need and most of the core
performance criteria, including the capacity for additional growth in the future.

Table 5-4 describes the core evaluation criteriaand summarizes how each of the alternatives
met the core evaluation criteria.
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Table 5-4. Summary of Core Evaluation Criteria by Avoidance Alternative

Evaluation
Criteria

Build
Alternative

Avoidance
Alternatives
1and 1A

Avoidance
Alternative
2

Avoidance
Alternatives
2A and 2B

Avoidance
Alternative
2C

Avoidance
Alternative
3

No impacts to
Layover capacity

X

Meets
Connectivity/
Service Plan
Needs

No property
acquisition/No
Impact to adjacent
businesses

No impactto
BNSF operations

Meets Metrolink
Design Criteria

No impacts to
Capacity for future
growth (e.g.
parking)

Meets Purpose
and Need

Criteria Met

6

X = meets core performance criteria

-- indicates does not meet core performance criteria

5.3.10 Consideration of Avoidance Alternatives

Avoidance Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2B, 2C, and 3 avoid impacts and result in a Section 106
finding of no adverse effect to the FMC Complex (Plant 1 and Plant 2), (APE map numbers 17,
18, 21, 28, and 33); however, they did not meet the performance criteria or the purpose and
need. In addition, Alternatives 2A and 2C would require a grade separation of Mission Inn
Avenue, estimated to cost $45 million, which would more than double the estimated cost of the
project, resulting in construction costs of an extraordinary magnitude. Based on this evaluation,
Avoidance Alternatives 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2B, 2C, and 3 were considered, but eliminated from further

review.

In the evaluation of all of the Build Alternative and the Avoi