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1. UNDERTAKING DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 
District County Route 

(Local 
Agency) 

Kilo Posts 
(Project prefix)

Post Miles 
(Project No.) 

Charge Unit 
(Agreement) 

Expenditure Authorization 
(Location) 

8 SBd 0    SBD 
1st SUPPLEMENTAL  

Project Description: (Insert project description below; refer reader to location and vicinity maps in HPSR) 
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the City of San Bernardino (City) propose to replace the 
Mount Vernon Avenue Bridge (#56C-0066) between 2nd and 5th Street in the City of San Bernardino, San 
Bernardino County, California.  The bridge, located approximately 0.2 miles south of State Route 66 (5th Street) 
and 0.7 miles west of Interstate 215 (I-215), crosses the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway 
mainlines, storage tracks and intermodal yard, and the Metrolink rail tracks.  See Attachment A—Maps 1-3. 
 
There are three proposed (3) alternatives. Alternative 1 (No-Build) assumes that the existing bridge would not 
undergo seismic retrofitting.  Alternative 2 (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) would seismically retrofit, 
rehabilitate, and widen the existing bridge to improve its structural safety and functionality.  Anticipated work 
would include complete deck replacement, girder strengthening, removal of lead paint and repainting, 
installation of new railings and roadway lighting, replacement or rehabilitation of expansion joints, and the 
addition of crash walls around the bridge piers. No right-of-way (R/W) acquisition would be required for 
Alternatives 1 and 2.   See Attachment B. 
 
Alternative 3 (Replacement) is the locally preferred alternative, which would involve removal of the existing 
bridge structure, construction of a replacement bridge on the same alignment and improvements to bridge 
approaches and roadways in the project vicinity.  The replacement bridge would be 317.1 m (1,040 ft) long and 
24.4 m (80 ft) wide, with four (4) 3.7 m (12 ft) lanes (2 in each direction), a 1.2 m (4 ft) wide median, and 2.4 m 
(8 ft) wide shoulders.  This replacement alternative would require R/W acquisition.  
 
An HPSR was completed in August 2001 for the proposed bridge replacement project.  This 1st Supplemental 
HPSR was prepared to take into account modifications to the project design, which required changes to the Area 
of Potential Effects (APE). 
 
 

 
2. AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS 

 
The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the project was established in consultation with Christie 
Hammond , Caltrans District 8 Principal Architectural Historian (PQS) and Sean Yeung, Local Assistance 
Engineer on 5/25/06. The APE maps are located in Attachment A  in this Historic Property Survey Report.  
The APE was established to include the revised boundary of the APE from the HPSR completed in 
August 2001 due to minor modifications of the project design. 
 

3. CONSULTING PARTIES / PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
(For the following, check the appropriate line, list names, dates, and locations and results of contacts, as 
appropriate. List organizations/persons contacted and attach correspondence and summarize verbal comments 
received as appropriate.) 
 

_ Local Government (Head of local government, Preservation Office / Planning Department)  
 •  

X Native American Tribes, Groups and Individuals  



State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency       California Department of Transportation 

HISTORIC PROPERTY SURVEY REPORT 
 

[HPSR form: 04-05]  Page 2 

 • Letters to San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (Bernadette Brierty, Cultural Resources Coordinator, 
Geri Farr, Tribal Administrator, Peron Marquez, Chairperson, Ali Kashani, Environmental 
Coordinator); response from Ms. Brierty on September 21, 2004, indicating that “the tribe is unaware 
of any culturally sensitive areas regarding the proposed project”. (See Attachment E) 

X Native American Heritage Commission  
 • Letter dated April 28, 2004; response received May 10, 2004 with list of groups and individuals to be 

contacted. (Attachment E) 
_ Local Historical Society / Historic Preservation Group (also if applicable, city archives, etc.) 

 • List of organizations and groups contacted is attached; no responses as of this date.  (Attachment E) 
_ Public Information Meetings (list locations, dates below and attach copies of notices) 

 • Public Meeting held July 21, 2004 (See Public Meeting Announcement, Attachment E):  Two 
individuals commented on the bridge aesthetics: 

1. Will the City ensure that the design of the bridge (especially the fencing) be aesthetically compatible 
with the community and provide a suitable appearance to visitors arriving at the Metrolink station? 

2. In order to acknowledge the historic importance of the current bridge, can the City use design features 
in the new bridge that replicate the historic features of the existing bridge?  Are there other ways the 
City can recognize the historic significance of the bridge (e.g., by making pieces of the bridge 
available to the public)?  Can the bridge be designed to permit openings in the fencing for 
photographers’ vantage points? 

_ Other  
 •  

4. SUMMARY OF IDENTIFICATION EFFORTS 
 
X National Register of Historic Places  Month & Year: 1979-2002 & supplements 
X California Register of Historical Resources Year: 1992 & supplemental information to date 
X California Inventory of Historic Resources  Year: 1976 
X California Historical Landmarks  Year: 1995 & supplemental information to date 
X California Points of Historical Interest  Year: 1992 & supplemental information to date 
X State Historic Resources Commission  Year: 1980-present, minutes from quarterly 

meetings 
X Caltrans Historic Highway Bridge Inventory Year: 2003 & supplemental information to date 
X Archaeological Site Records [List names of Institutions & date below] 

 • San Bernardino County Archaeological Information Center, April 19, 2004 
_ Other sources consulted [e.g., historical societies, city archives, etc. List names and dates below]  

 • Feldhym Library, City of San Bernardino (multiple dates) 
• San Bernardino County Museum, May 12, 2004 
• San Bernardino County Archives, May 12, 2004 
• 2001 HPSR prepared by John W. Snyder, Preservation Services 

X Results: (provide a brief summary of records search and research results, as well as inventory findings) 
 • no archaeological resources were identified within or adjacent to the APE (one mile radius). 

5. PROPERTIES IDENTIFIED 
(Check the appropriate category, list properties, or refer reader to appropriate technical study attached, according 
to their National Register status. Provide, as appropriate, complete address, period and level of significance, 
criteria, map reference, and any existing state or local designation. Do not include properties that are not within 
the APE. Attach previous SHPO determinations, as applicable.) 
 

_ No cultural resources in project APE.  
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X Jessica B. Feldman, consultant architectural historian,  who meets the Professionally Qualified 
Staff Standards in Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (Section 106 PA) Attachment 1 as a(n) 
Architectural Historian, has determined that the only other properties present within the APE 
meet the criteria for Section 106 PA Attachment 4 (Properties Exempt from Evaluation).  

_ Bridges listed as Category 5 in the Caltrans Historic Highway Bridge Inventory. Appropriate 
pages from the Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory are attached. 

_ Properties previously determined not eligible (include date of determination): 

 •  
_ On behalf of FHWA, Caltrans has determined the following properties are not eligible: 

 •  
_ Caltrans, on behalf of FHWA, has determined that the following archaeological sites shall be 

considered eligible for the National Register without conducting subsurface testing or surface 
collection within the APE, for which the establishment of an ESA will protect the sites from any 
potential effects, in accordance with Section 106 PA Stipulation VIII.C. See attached 
documentation. 

 •  
X Properties previously listed or determined eligible (include date of listing or determination): 

 • 240 North Mount Vernon Avenue (APE Map Reference No. 14) determined eligible (SHPO 
Concurrence letter, March 1, 2002),  see Attachment E.  This residential building was demolished in 
October 2003.  Documentation relating to the demolition of the historic property was prepared by 
Caltrans District 8 Cultural Studies staff.  See Attachment D. 

 
_ On behalf of FHWA, Caltrans has determined the following properties are eligible: 

 •  
_ State-owned historical buildings and structures to be added to the Master List, per PRC 

§5024(d): 
 •  

_ State-owned buildings and structures that are not eligible for the National Register or as a State 
Historical Landmark: 

 •  

6. LIST OF ATTACHED DOCUMENTATION 
(Provide the author/date and peer reviewer/date of the technical report) 
 
X Project Vicinity, Location, and APE Maps (Attachment A) 
_ California Historic Bridge Inventory sheet 
_ Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) 

 •  
X Archaeological Survey Report (ASR)  (Attachment C) 

 • Myra L. Frank/Jones & Stokes, August 2004  
_ Archaeological Evaluation Report (CARIDAP, XPI, PII, PIII) 
X Other (Specify below) 

 • Plan Sheets for Alternatives 2 & 3 (Attachment B). 
• Memorandum with supporting documentation, July 26, 2006 (Demolition of 240 North Mount Vernon 

Avenue) (Attachment D). 
• Public Participation and Consulting Parties Correspondence (Attachment E). 
• SHPO Concurrence Letter for Findings in 2001 HPSR, March 1, 2002. (Attachment F) 
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 7. FINDINGS – HPSR to File 
(Check all that apply. Do not transmit to SHPO; file copy to CCSO) 
 
X No properties requiring evaluation are present within the project’s APE. 
_ Properties previously determined not eligible in consultation with the SHPO, or formally 

determined not eligible by the Keeper of the National Register are present within the project’s 
APE. Copy of SHPO/Keeper correspondence is attached. 

_ Properties previously determined eligible in consultation with the SHPO, or formally 
determined eligible by the Keeper of the National Register are present within the project’s APE, 
but will not be affected by the undertaking. Copy of SHPO/Keeper correspondence is attached. 

_ Under the authority of FHWA, Caltrans has determined a Finding of No Historic Properties 
Affected, according to Section 106 PA Stipulation IX.A and 36 CFR 800.4(d)(1), is appropriate 
for this undertaking.  
 

8. FINDINGS – HPSR to SHPO 
(Check all that apply. Transmit to SHPO, copy to FHWA and CCSO) 
 

_ Under the authority of FHWA, Caltrans has determined that there are properties evaluated as a 
result of the project that are not eligible for inclusion the National Register within the project’s 
APE. Under Section 106 PA Stipulation VIII.C, Caltrans requests SHPO’s concurrence in this 
determination. 

_ Under the authority of FHWA, Caltrans has determined that there are properties evaluated as a 
result of the project that are eligible for inclusion in the National Register within the project’s 
APE. Under Section 106 PA Stipulation VIII.C, Caltrans requests SHPO’s concurrence in this 
determination. 

_ Under the authority of FHWA, Caltrans has determined a Finding of No Historic Properties 
Affected, according to Section 106 PA Stipulation IX.A and 36 CFR 800.4(d)(1), is appropriate 
for this undertaking.  

_ Under the authority of FHWA, Caltrans has determined a Finding of No Adverse Effect with 
Standard Conditions - ESAs, according to Section 106 PA Stipulation X.B(2) and 36 CFR 
800.5(b), is appropriate for this undertaking. (Include description of ESAs and enforcement measures 
below; attach ESA Action Plan as appropriate.) 

 •  
_ Under the authority of FHWA, Caltrans has determined a Finding of No Adverse Effect with 

Standard Conditions – Rehabilitation, according to Section 106 PA Stipulation X.B(2) and 36 
CFR 800.5(b), is appropriate for this undertaking. [Name], who meets the Professionally 
Qualified Staff Standards in Section 106 PA Attachment 1 as Principal Architectural Historian, 
and has the appropriate education and experience, has reviewed the rehabilitation 
documentation and determined that the rehabilitation meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. (Include description of rehabilitation below or 
indicate below the title of the HPSR attachment that contains the description.) 

 •  

 Findings for State-Owned Properties 
_ Caltrans has determined that there are state-owned buildings and structures within the project 

limits that meet National Register and/or the State Historical Landmarks eligibility criteria 
and requests that SHPO add such resources to the Master List of Historical Resources pursuant 
to PRC §5024(d). 

_ Caltrans has determined that this project will have no effect/no adverse effect to state-owned 
archaeological sites, objects, districts, landscapes within the project limits that meet National 
Register and/or State Historical Landmarks eligibility criteria and is providing notice and summary 
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to SHPO pursuant to PRC §5024(f). (Indicate reference to Standard Conditions – ESA above, or include 
description of proposed treatments, ESAs, protective covenants, etc., below or indicate below which HPSR 
attachment contains the description.) 

 •  
_ Caltrans has determined that this project will have no effect on state-owned buildings and 

structures within the project limits that meet National Register and/or State Historical Landmarks 
eligibility criteria and is providing notice and summary to SHPO pursuant to PRC §5024(f). 

_ Caltrans has determined that this project will have no adverse effect on state-owned buildings 
and structures within the project limits that meet National Register and/or State Historical 
Landmarks eligibility criteria. [Name of Caltrans PQS], [applicable PQS discipline/level] has 
reviewed the documentation and determined that it meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Caltrans is providing notice and summary to 
SHPO pursuant to PRC §5024.5. (Indicate reference to Standard Conditions – Rehabilitation above, or 
include description of proposed repairs, rehabilitation, ESAs, protective covenants, etc., below or indicate 
below, which HPSR attachment contains the description.) 

 •  
_ Caltrans has determined that this project will have an adverse effect to state-owned 

archaeological sites, objects, districts, landscapes within the project limits that meet National 
Register and/or State Historical Landmarks eligibility criteria and is providing notice and summary 
to SHPO pursuant to PRC §5024(f). (Include below a description of alternatives considered and 
proposed mitigation measures, or indicate below which HPSR attachment contains the description.) 

 •  
_ Caltrans has determined that this project will have an adverse effect on state-owned buildings 

and structures within the project limits that meet National Register and/or State Historical 
Landmarks eligibility criteria. Caltrans is providing notice and summary to SHPO pursuant to 
PRC §5024.5. (Include below a description of alternatives considered and proposed mitigation measures, 
or indicate below which HPSR attachment contains the description.) 

 •  
_ For state-owned qualified historical buildings and properties within the project limits, 

Caltrans has applied the California Historical Building Code (CHBC) to relevant sections of 
the current code(s) and/or standards and, if applicable, has consulted with the State Historical 
Building Safety Board (SHBSB) through its Executive Director pursuant to Health and Safety 
Code Section 18961 and its implementing regulations at California Code of Regulations Title 24 
Part 8 Section8-103.2. [Indicate below whether use of current code(s) and standards adversely affected 
character-defining features of the property and describe the alternative solutions under the CHBC, or 
indicate below which HPSR attachment contains the description. If applicable, attach copies of 
correspondence with the SHBSB or its Executive Director.) 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9. HPSR PREPARATION AND DEPARTMENT APPROVAL 







 





 





 





 





 



Plans for Alternative 2 (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) 



 

















 





 













 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
NEGATIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORT 
 

DPD-EP-25 (REV. 2//83) 
  

I.  HIGHWAY PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
District 

 
County 

 
Route 

 
Post Mile 

 
Charge Unit 

 
Expenditure Authorization 

08 San Bernardino City n/a n/a n/a 
 
The proposed project would replace the existing Mount Vernon Avenue vehicular bridge over the Burlington Northern & Santa 
Fe (BNSF).  A Negative ASR was completed in April 2000 by the Chambers Group (Shepard 2000).  The principal work for the 
amended portion of the project would be an equipment staging area adjacent to the bridge and the BNSF rail yards, temporary 
“shoofly” tracks in the northern portion of the BNSF yard, and street improvements along Mount Vernon Avenue between 
Kingman Avenue and 5th Street. 

  
II.  STUDY FINDINGS 

 
No archaeological resources were identified in or immediately adjacent to the Area of Potential Effects (APE).  Additional 
survey will be required if project plans are changed to include areas not previously surveyed. If buried cultural materials are 
encountered during construction, it is Caltrans’ policy that work stop in that area until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the 
nature and significance of the find. 

  
III.  INTRODUCTION 

 
NAME(S) OF SURVEYOR(S) 

 
QUALIFICATIONS 

 
DATE(S) OF FIELDWORK 

 
Stacy Schneyder Case 
 
 
 
 
Mark C. Robinson 
 

 
M.A. Cultural Resources Management 
Sonoma State University. Over 5 years 
archaeological experience in 
California, R. P. A.  
 
 M.S. Anthropology, University of 
Oregon, 13 years experience in 
California Archaeology, R. P. A. 

 
April 20, 2004 
 
 
 
 
August 18, 2004 

 
PRESENT ENVIRONMENT: 
 
The amended APE is located within the urban environment of San Bernardino and consists of non-native grasses, concrete, 
asphalt, and gravels. It is flat with little or no slope. Most of the area has been disturbed by either construction, demolition, or 

rading. g 
ETHNOGRAPHY: 
 
The APE lies within the eastern extent territory of the Gabrielino Native Americans (Kroeber 1925). 

  
IV.  SOURCES CONSULTED 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORICAL PLACES X  Month and Year: 2000 

CALIFORNIA INVENTORY OF HISTORICAL 
RESOURCES X  Year: 1976 

CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL LANDMARKS X  Year: 1996 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITE 

ECORDS R X  (Name(s) of Institution(s)) 
 
A records search was conducted April 19, 2004 for a one-mile radius around the revised project area. The 2000 records search 
covered the original project area. Records were reviewed at the San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center at the San 
Bernardino County Museum. 
 
OTHER: 
 
California Register of Historical Resources, 1997                               Native American Contact Letters (Pending)                 
Native American Heritage Commission, April 28, 2004                             





DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
NEGATIVE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORT 
 File Number  

 
 
 

X. BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 
 

California Department of Parks and Recreation 
     1976 California Inventory of Historic Resources. California Department of Parks and Recreation, Sacramento,  California. 
     1996 California Historical Landmarks. California Department of Parks and Recreation, Sacramento, California. 
     1997 California Register of Historical Resources.  California Department of Parks and Recreation, Sacramento, California. 
 
California Department of Transportation 
    1986 Caltrans Bridge Inventory.  On file at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center, CSU Bakersfield.. 
 
California Department of Transportation 
    2000 Local agency bridge list.  Division of Structures Maintenance and Investigation, Sacramento. 

 
National Park Service 
     1996 National Register of Historic Places Index by Property Location: Listed Properties (Computer Listing 1966  through 1996).   

National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 
 
Shepard, Richard S. 
     2000 Negative Archaeological Survey Report Mount Vernon Bridge Replacement Project, San Bernardino, California. Prepared for 

Parsons Brinckerhoff. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the City of San Bernardino (City), propose to 
replace the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge (#54C-0066) in the City of San Bernardino, 
San Bernardino County, California.  The bridge is located west of downtown San Bernardino 
between West 2nd and West 5th Street (State Route 66 [SR-66]) and crosses the Burlington 
Northern & Santa Fe (BNSF) Railroad mainlines, storage tracks, and intermodal yard.  
 
There are three (3) alternatives under consideration: Alternative 1, (No-Build); Alternative 2, 
(Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation), which would widen the bridge by twenty feet (curb-to-curb), 
seismically retrofit the structure, and correct other deficiencies; and Alternative 3 (Replacement) 
which would require complete removal of the existing bridge, replacing it with a new bridge on 
the existing alignment.  The replacement alternative would require acquisition for right-of-way 
purposes. 
 
Section 106 compliance activities for the project include a Historic Property Survey Report 
(HPSR) dated August 2001 and an HPSR, 1st Supplemental dated July 28, 2006.  The 1st 
Supplemental HPSR document was prepared due to modifications to the project design 
subsequent to the HPSR (August 2001), requiring changes to the Area of Potential Effects 
(APE).  Concurrence of the findings of the HSPR (August 2001) was received from the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) on March 1, 2002.  A revised APE map that reflects the 
changes in the project designed was prepared in March 2006.  Within the project’s APE, one (1) 
historic property is listed and two (2) historic properties were determined eligible for listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP):  
 

• Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Passenger and Freight Depot (Santa Fe Depot) was 
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP (SHPO concurrence April 13, 2000).  The 
Santa Fe Depot was listed (February 2, 2001) on the NRHP under Criterion C 
(architecture), period of significance, 1918–1921 at the state level of significance.  
(APE Map Reference No. 8)  

 
• Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge (#54-0066) was determined eligible for listing on the 

NRHP under Criterion A and Criterion C, period of significance, 1934 at the local 
level of significance.  (See APE Map, Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge) 

 
• 240 North Mt. Vernon Avenue was determined eligible for listing in the NRHP under 

Criterion C (architecture), period of significance, ca. 1915 at the local level of 
significance.  Subsequent to the SHPO concurrence on the findings of the HPSR 
(August 2001), the building was demolished.  A separate letter report document was 
prepared to address the demolition of this historic property, which is located in 
Attachment 9. 

 
In the assessment of the historic properties affected (revised Section 106 Regulations of the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation [ACHP], effective January 1, 2001, and in 
accordance with the assessment of Adverse Effects (36 CFR 800.5), FHWA has concluded that 
Alternative 1 (No Build) of the proposed project would have No Effect on the on the two (2) 



Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge Project  Revised Draft Finding of Effect 

April  2007 page 3  

remaining historic properties.  Alternative 2 (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation of the bridge) 
would have No Effect on the Santa Fe Depot and would have an Adverse Effect on the Mt. 
Vernon Avenue Bridge under Criteria 2(i) and 2(ii).  Alternative 3 (Replacement) would have 
No Adverse Effect under Criterion 2(i) on the Depot and would have an Adverse Effect on the 
bridge under Criteria 2(i), 2(ii) and 2(v).  FHWA seeks concurrence from the SHPO in this 
finding of an Adverse Effect pursuant to Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA), 
Stipulation X.C. and, with the cooperation and assistance of the California Department of 
Transportation (Department), is consulting with the SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse 
effects, pursuant to Section 106 PA, Stipulation XI and 36 CFR 800.6(a), and 800.6(b)(1). 
 

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE UNDERTAKING 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the City of San Bernardino (City) propose to 
replace the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge (Caltrans Bridge No. 54C-0066) over the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad facility in the City of San Bernardino, County of San 
Bernardino, State of California.  The bridge is located west of downtown San Bernardino, on 
Mt. Vernon Avenue between West 2nd and West 5th Streets (SR-66).  The bridge is located 
approximately 0.3 km (0.2 miles) south of SR-66 and 1.1 km (0.7 miles) west of Interstate 215.  
The bridge crosses the BNSF railroad mainlines, storage tracks, and intermodal yard, as well as 
regional commuter rail tracks operated by the Southern California Regional Rail Authority 
(Metrolink), and rail tracks used by Amtrak.  For reference see Attachment 1, Project Location 
Map and Attachment 2, Project Vicinity Map. 
 
There are three (3) alternatives under consideration: Alternative 1 (No-Build); Alternative 2 
(Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation), which would widen the bridge by twenty feet (curb-to-curb), 
seismically retrofit the structure, and correct other deficiencies; and Alternative 3 (Replacement), 
which would require complete removal of the existing bridge, replacing it with a new bridge on 
the existing alignment.  The build alternatives would require acquisition for right-of-way 
purposes.See Attachments 4 and 5 for the proposed project plans. 
 
Area of Potential Effects (APE) 

The Area of Potential Effects (APE) is based on the previously approved APE, signed by the 
Caltrans District 8 Environmental Bureau Chief on August 22, 2000 and by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Transportation Engineer on December 23, 2000.  The previous APE 
was produced for the Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for the Mt. Vernon Avenue 
Bridge Replacement Project (2001).  The HPSR was submitted in August 2001 and received 
SHPO concurrence on March 1, 2002. 

The supplemental Architectural APE was set to include the proposed width of the rehabilitated or 
replacement bridge, including the maximum right-of-way for the proposed project.  The APE 
includes all areas subject to temporary or permanent changes in access (ingress and egress).  
Additional parcels that were identified as visually associated with the bridge were included 
within the revised APE.   
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The supplemental Architectural APE was established as including the boundaries of the APE 
from the previous HPSR completed for this project in August 2001, plus five changes: 1) 
inclusion of a parcel to be used for temporary staging/construction (located north of W. 3rd Street 
on the west side of the bridge), 2) extension of the southern boundary line to King Street, where 
proposed re-striping of North Mt. Vernon Avenue may occur (within the ROW); 3) widening of 
the APE on the west side of the bridge to account for the proposed widening of the bridge; 4) 
inclusions of parcels at the intersection of Viaduct Boulevard and W. 2nd Street where the road 
will be graded and resurfaced, and 5) inclusion of several parcels on the north side just below W. 
5th Street to account for a longer bridge and proposed construction easements  These changes are 
delineated on the APE map, dated May 25, 2006, which is Attachment 3.   
 
Alternative 1 – No Build 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no new or modified bridge or other physical improvements 
would be constructed on Mt. Vernon Avenue between West 2nd and West 5th Streets.  The 
existing viaduct would be left in its current condition, and no structural or functional deficiencies 
would be corrected.  Ongoing maintenance would continue.  The No-Build Alternative does not 
assume that the existing bridge would undergo seismic retrofitting.   
 
Alternative 2 – Seismic Retrofit / Rehabilitation 

The Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation Alternative would seismically retrofit, rehabilitate, and 
widen the existing bridge to improve its structural safety and functionality.  As part of this 
alternative, new footings would be excavated and new piles drilled.  Widening and retrofit of the 
existing structure would involve improvements to the substructure to meet seismic standards.  
Anticipated additional work would include complete deck replacement, girder strengthening, 
removal of lead paint, repainting, installation of new railings and roadway lighting, replacement 
or rehabilitation of expansion joints, and the addition of crash walls around the bridge piers.  The 
existing roadway configuration and sidewalks would be improved to provide a 21.9 m (72 ft) 
wide bridge with two 3.7 m (12 ft) lanes in each direction, a 1.2 m (4 ft) median, 1.2 m (4 ft) 
shoulders, and 1.5 m (5 ft) sidewalks.  The sidewalks on the bridge would not meet ADA slope 
requirements following the retrofit/rehabilitation.  The modifications associated with this 
alternative would change the overall visual appearance of the bridge as a result of the materials 
that would be added to the bridge to bring it into compliance with current seismic standards.  In 
addition, this alternative would not replace all of the existing girders that have been determined 
to have neared their life span.  The bridge would likely have a remaining service life of only 16 
years beyond the completion year of 2007.  See Attachment 4 for proposed Seismic 
Retrofit/Rehabilitation Plans. 
 
Alternative 3 – Replacement  

The locally preferred project alternative would involve removal of the existing bridge structure, 
construction of a new replacement bridge structure, and improvements to bridge approaches and 
roadways in the project vicinity.  The new replacement bridge would be 317.1 m (1,040 ft) long 
and 24.4 m (80 ft) wide, with four 3.7 m (12 ft) lanes (two in each direction), a 1.2 m (4 ft) wide 
median, and 2.4 m (8 ft) wide shoulders.  Sidewalks on each side of the new bridge would be 
1.5 m (5 ft) wide, and would meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements for 
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sidewalk width and slopes.  Concrete barrier railings (1.1 m [3.5 ft) high) topped with fencing 
(1.9 m [6.1 ft] high) would be provided on each side of the new bridge.  The plans for 
Alternative 3 are located in Attachment 5. 
 

III. COORDINATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

On August 27, 2004, Mark C. Robinson, archaeologist with Myra L. Frank/Jones & Stokes 
(MFA/JS) requested assistance in identifying prehistoric sites, sacred sites, or traditional cultural 
properties located in the vicinity of the APE from Native American groups and individuals, as 
well as the Native American Heritage Commission.  On September 21, 2004, MFA/JS received a 
letter from Ann Brierty, GIS Coordinator in the Environmental Department of the San Manuel 
Band of Mission Indians.  Ms. Brierty had no further information regarding prehistoric sites, 
sacred sites, or traditional cultural properties located in the vicinity of the APE. 
 
As of July 29, 2005, the letter from Ms. Brierty was the only response that MFA/JS received 
regarding this project. 
 
A list of agencies that were contacted on May 12, 2004 for additional information relating to the 
identification of historic properties can be found in Attachment 8 
 
On July 21, 2004, a public meeting was held in San Bernardino.  Two questions were raised that 
concerned issues related to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), which 
are summarized below: 
 

1. Will the City ensure that the design of the bridge (especially the fencing) be 
aesthetically compatible with the community and provide a suitable appearance to 
visitors arriving at the Metrolink station? 

2. In order to acknowledge the historic importance of the current bridge, can the City use 
design features in the new bridge that replicate the historic features of the existing 
bridge?  Are there other ways the City could recognize the historic significance of the 
bridge (e.g., by making pieces of the bridge available to the public)?  Can the bridge be 
designed to permit openings in the fencing for photographers' vantage points? 

 
The issues of design for the new bridge and the retention of the historical significance of the 
current bridge will be addressed in this document, as well as in the supporting mitigation measures. 
 

IV. HISTORIC PROPERTIES AND 
STATUS OF NATIONAL REGISTER PROPERTIES 

In August 2001, John W. Snyder (P.S. Preservation Service) submitted a Historic Property Survey 
Report for the Mt. Vernon Bridge Replacement Project.  His findings are the basis for the 
following information.  SHPO concurred with these findings on March 1, 2002.  No additional 
historic properties were identified in the first supplemental HPSR prepared in October 2004.   
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Properties previously listed or determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP), including the date of listing or determination: 
 
1) Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Passenger and Freight Depot 
 
The Santa Fe Depot is located at 1170 West 3rd Street.  It was constructed between 1918-1921, 
the period of significance.  The depot was listed on the NRHP under Criterion C on February 2, 
2001 as an outstanding example of Mission Revival style architecture.  The Santa Fe depot has a 
three-story central block with 2 two-story wings to either side.  The Mission Revival style is 
evident in the single and grouped arched windows, towers and domes, rounded balconettes with 
metal railings, a quatrefoil window in the third-story front-gabled end, and shaped parapets.  The 
building was recently restored after having fallen into disrepair and is currently occupied in part 
by the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG).  Metrolink and Greyhound will be 
utilizing some of the office space in the future.  Buildings listed on the NRHP are automatically 
listed on the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).  The landscape elements to be 
affected by the proposed project are located near the southeast corner of the Mount Vernon 
Avenue Viaduct, and because of their distance, are not part of the setting of the Santa Fe Depot. 
(See Attachment 3, APE Map Reference No. 8)  
 
2) 240 North Mt. Vernon Avenue 
 
This residential building was determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C at the local 
level of significance, with a period of significance of circa 1915.  The residence was considered a 
rare example of small-scale masonry construction from its period in the context of the City of 
San Bernardino, despite its deteriorated condition.  It was demolished in October 2003.  The 
house site is identified on the APE map as No. 14.  Documentation of the demolition of the 
historic property was prepared by Caltrans, District 8 Cultural Studies staff (see Attachment 9). 
 
 
3) Mt. Vernon Avenue Viaduct (Bridge No. 54C-0066)  
 
The bridge spans the BNSF railroad yard between 3rd and 4th Streets.  It was previously 
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A, at the state level, for its 
association with historic Route 66 and under Criterion C as a representative example of the 
Moderne style and for its innovative and rare use of materials (specifically steel from a previous 
bridge at the same location).  The period of significance was established as 1934, the year the 
bridge was constructed.  Structures formally determined eligible for the NRHP are automatically 
listed on the CRHR. 
 

This is a 22-span bridge totaling 1,016 feet in length, forty-one feet in width, carrying 
four traffic lanes between concrete baluster railings.  The substructure consists of closed-
end backfilled reinforced concrete cantilever abutments, framed reinforced concrete six-
column bents, and framed two-column steel bents, all supported on creosoted Douglas fir 
piles.  The superstructure consists of a combination of cast-in-place reinforced concrete 
arched-soffit deck slab spans, and multiple simple plate steel girder spans.  Seven of the 
original twenty spun concrete light poles remain, with modern aluminum poles having 
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replaced the rest.  Original pendant lights have been replaced by modern cobra-head 
lights.  (See Attachment 3, APE Map Reference No. 29). 
 
The character-defining features of the bridges are: 
 

a. The light poles with the original globes (now missing) 
b. The bridge railing 
c. The overhanging sidewalk deck 
d. The steel arched brackets supporting the bridge deck 
e. The steel supporting piers (Bents #4 – 21) 
f. The steel girders (between Bents #3 and 21) 
g. The concrete abutments (located at the north and south ends of the bridge) 
h. The concrete bents (Bent #1, 2, and 3) 
i. The stairwell on the southeast corner 

 
The Garner’s Grove site is located roughly on the southeast corner of the bridge at the south end.  
This landscape feature is a “contributing element” to the viaduct property and is characterized by 
mature palm trees and a stone-lined ditch.  It is not a character-defining feature of the bridge 
itself, but contributes to the setting of the bridge. 
 
All the character-defining features of the bridge, except for the pendant lights, may be viewed in 
the photographs in Attachment 7. 
 
Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge Landscape 

The DPR 523 Form for the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge, dated June 25, 20001, stated in the 
significance statement:  “The eligible property appears to include the bridge itself, plus 
contributive landscaped areas in the northwest and southeast ends of the structure.  The 
northwest landscaped area was created after construction of the present bridge, while that at the 
south end…dates from the 1916 extension of the prior bridge required by the realignment of 3rd 
Street.”  To confirm or update this information, architectural historian Carson Anderson made a 
site visit in November 2006, and reviewed the existing landscape.  Mr. Anderson received a B.A. 
in Architecture from the University of California, Berkeley and an M.A. in Architectural History 
& Preservation Studies from the University of Virginia.  In 2005, he received training in Cultural 
Historic Landscapes with Charles Birnbaum in Chicago, Illinois.  Photographs of the landscape 
elements are included in Attachment 10.  Mr. Anderson’s analysis of the landscape is as follows: 
 
“A grouping of approximately 40 trees, a concrete and arroyo stone-lined ditch, and other rock 
design features are found on the east flank of the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge bounded (along a 
curved alignment) by Second Street and Viaduct Boulevard on the south and east, Third Street 
on the north, and the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge on the west.  The terrain is essentially flat, with 
the exception of the moderately steeply sloped terrain abutting the bridge on the east.  
 

                                                 
1 John W. Snyder, P.S. Preservation Services.  Historic Property Survey Report (Positive):  Mount Vernon Avenue 
Bridge Replacement Project.  Prepared for City of San Bernardino, Caltrans District 8, and FHWA, August 2001. 
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When the features found on the referenced property are considered together they suggest 
separate conscious design actions.  Those design actions likely occurred at different times, 
however, and do not reflect a unified overall design approach.  Contacts with the City of San 
Bernardino and with the BNSF were made in an effort to understand the design history of the 
subject property.  Unfortunately, none of these contacts yielded any definitive information 
concerning the landscape treatment of the subject property. 
 
The property’s powdery, recently rototilled, bare soil supports approximately 35 fan palm trees 
(Washingtonia filifera and Washingtonia robusta) of varying ages and approximately 4 or 5 
small (less than 10 feet tall) evergreen trees (presumed myrtle trees—Lagerstroemia).  A 
majority of the palms follow the alignment of an old ditch; some of the palms are arrayed as 
border features near the edges of the property.  The trees vary in age, and most of the younger 
palms may be volunteers that have grown up without human intervention.  Certain of the palms 
comprise the oldest trees on-site—a number of which could conceivably be 60 years or more in 
age.  By contrast, the myrtles appear to be the newest trees planted (possibly 10 to 15 years old).  
The small evergreen (myrtle) trees are found only along the sloping ground immediately 
adjoining the bridge, while the palms are found throughout but chiefly upon the flat areas of the 
property (Attachment 10, Figures 1 and 2).  At the edge of the sloped planting area is a low 
border composed of rock.  This feature probably dates from the recent past. 
 
The ditch is approximately 4 feet deep and 3.5 feet wide.  The ditch is lined with concrete and 
arroyo stone.  Quarried brown-colored rock has been added to the top of the walls of the ditch in 
several places along its alignment.  This design intervention occurred during the recent past.  A few 
small boulders and large rocks have been incorporated near the border of the ditch as hardscape 
design features (Attachment 10, Figures 3 and 4).  This paved ditch feature may predate the 
existence of the bridge.  A portion of the lower Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge retaining walls 
adjoining the pedestrian staircase leading to Third Street is sheathed with similar arroyo stone.  
This sidewall stonework appears to have been installed after construction of the bridge (i.e., post-
1934) (Attachment 10, Figure 5). 
 
Historical Narrative/Significance Statement 

On-site landscape/hardscape features were not conceived of in a unified way but instead appear 
to have been installed at different times.  The oldest features appear to be the concrete/arroyo 
stone-lined ditch and certain of the palm trees.  The 1906 Sanborn map of the neighborhood 
adjoining Mt. Vernon Avenue indicates that the subject property was part of the Sonoma Winery, 
1181 Third Street.  A vineyard, wine cellar, a wine tank house, and a small foreman’s dwelling 
are depicted, but the ditch is not shown—a fire suppression resource which one would expect to 
be noted on a fire insurance map.  According to the staff at the San Bernardino Public Library, 
the Sonoma Winery was operated by proprietors Grace Giovanola and Anton Bogo between 
approximately 1906 and 1917.2  The information provided by the library regarding the winery 
does not support a finding that this business was historically significant in a local or broader 
historical context, and no photograph of it was located documenting its design features.  With the 
development of the new ATSF railroad depot between 1918 and 1921, the winery may have been 
                                                 
2 The information was provided in a telephone conversation on November 17, 2006, with Peggy, a volunteer 
researcher, California Room, San Bernardino Public Library. 
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redeveloped, with certain features being demolished and other landscape features being retained.  
Following construction of the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge and pedestrian staircase during the 
early 1930s, other improvements may have been undertaken to convert the subject property into 
an informal park.  The ditch may have been concretized at that time.  The concrete water 
fountain (at the base of the staircase) and the arroyo stone retaining wall treatment may have 
been installed at that time or at some later point.  More recent on-site improvements (dating from 
the 1980s or later) may include the planting of the small evergreen trees (myrtles) and the 
installation of stone bordering the base of the sloped area abutting the bridge. 
 
In conclusion, although intriguing, the on-site landscape/hardscape features that improve the 
referenced property do not appear to be historical resources for purposes of CEQA, nor do they 
meet the criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places for the purposes of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  Focused research identified no 
compelling associations with events that made a significant contribution to broad patterns of 
history; persons significant in history; distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction; high artistic values; or the work of a master.”   
 
Mr. Anderson’s analysis indicates that the landscape elements were not designed as part of the 
Mt. Vernon Avenue Viaduct and do not directly contribute to the historic property, but those 
over 50 years of age would be part of its historic setting. 

V. APPLICATION OF THE CRITERIA OF EFFECT 

In accordance with 36 CFR 800.5, adverse effects on two (2) historic properties within the 
project’s APE have been assessed by applying the following criteria developed by the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). 

36 CFR 800.5(a)(1) 

(1) Criteria of adverse effect.  An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, 
directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property 
for inclusion in the NRHP in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property's 
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. Consideration shall be 
given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property, including those that may have been 
identified subsequent to the original evaluation of the property's eligibility for the NRHP.  
Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may 
occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative. 

 

36 CFR 800.5(a)(2) 
(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 (36 CFR part 
68) and applicable guidelines; 

(iii) Removal of the property from its historic location; 
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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; 

(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; and 

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

Of these examples of the Criteria of Adverse Effect, only (i), (ii), (iv), (v) apply to the proposed 
project, as follows:  

 
i. Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property: 

 
Santa Fe Depot  
Alternative 1 (No Build) – No Effect 
 
Alternative 2 (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) – No Effect 
 
Alternative 3 (Bridge Replacement) – No Adverse Effect 

1. The setting of the depot may be indirectly affected by the change in the height of the 
proposed replacement bridge.  No Adverse Effect under Criterion 2(iii). 

2. As with Alternative 2, this alternative has the potential to introduce temporary audible 
and atmospheric elements during construction, which would be considered temporary and 
insignificant impacts to the depot’s historical features.  Any temporary or permanent 
changes to the significant visual elements of the depot that would occur due to 
construction of the bridge would be situated too far from the depot to have any significant 
impacts, including the landscape.  See Attachment 6, Alternative 3 (Replacement) Photo 
Simulation 2. 

 
Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge 
Alternative 1 (No Build ) – No Effect 
 
Alternative 2 (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) – Adverse Effect 
The Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge would be seismically retrofitted and rehabilitated in place.  The 
proposed design components in this alterative would result in a finding of Adverse Effect.  See 
Attachment 4 (Retrofit/Rehabilitation Alternative Planning Sheets) for the plans for 
Alternative 2, which is also identified as Alternative B on those sheets.  See the table below for 
component-by-component analysis of the effects of this alternative to the bridge.  The landscape 
elements that are part of the setting of the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge would be avoided during 
implementation of the seismic retrofit/rehabilitation alternative. 
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Alternative 3 (Bridge Replacement) – Adverse Effect 
Under Alternative 3 (bridge replacement), the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge would be demolished 
resulting in finding of Adverse Effect on a historic property, and some of the landscape elements 
to the southeast of the bridge would be removed.  The plans for the replacement alternative are 
located in Attachment 5 at the end of this report.  In addition, please refer to Attachment 6, Photo 
Simulations for digitally altered images showing the bridge before and after the construction of a 
replacement structure.  The remaining landscape to the southeast and northwest of the bridge 
would not be replaced by Alternative 3, but by projects proposed by the City of San Bernardino 
for a parking structure and cul-de-sac.  (Landscape Map No. 1, Attachment 10) 
 

Proposed Design Component for 
Alternative 2 (Seismic 
Retrofit/Rehabilitation) 

Effects to the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge under adverse effect criteria 
example i. 

Widen the bridge curb-to-curb width from 40 
feet to 60 feet. 

Widening the bridge will require the demolition of all or part of the 
property.  This is not consistent with the Standards for Rehabilitation 
(Standards).  This would have a medium diminution3 to the integrity of the 
bridge. 

Replace the concrete deck and railings.  Limit 
new arch railing openings to four inches wide. 

Replacement of the concrete deck and railings would cause major damage to 
the property.  This would have a medium to high diminution to the integrity 
of bridge, as the railings are character-defining and highly visible features. 

Strengthen the existing steel girders with new 
stud connectors and continuous fillet welds on 
cover plates. 

The addition of stud connectors and continuous fillet welds on the cover 
plates would cause minor damage to the property.  This would have a low 
diminution to the integrity of the bridge. 

Replace Spans #17, #18, #19, and #20. The replacement of four spans would result in physical destruction to the 
property.  This would have a medium diminution to the integrity of the 
bridge. 

Replace the expansion finger joint with 
modular joint seal assemble. 

This design element would not affect a character-defining feature.   

Add transverse sheer key assemblies and 
longitudinal rod or cable restrainers at the 
hinge. 

This action will require some work to be done on the hinges, which are part 
of the original columns.  However, it appears that these hinges will be 
replaced as part of this alternative; they would be new features.  This would 
have an adverse effect on the steel supporting piers, which are character-
defining features.  This component would have a low diminution to the 
integrity of the bridge. 

Retrofit the connections and add rod 
restrainers between the girders and floor 
beams on Bents #5, #6, #7, #18, #19, and #20 
to transfer longitudinal forces to the bracings. 

This action would cause minor damage to the girders, identified as 
character-defining features, and to the floor beams, part of the concrete 
deck, which was not found to be a character-defining feature.  Therefore, it 
appears that this component would have a low diminution to the integrity of 
the bridge 

Repaint the non-concrete elements of the 
bridge. 

This design element would not cause physical destruction to the property. 

Relocate Bents #17, #18, and #19. Relocation of three bents would cause physical damage to the property  
Relocation of the bents would have a high diminution to the integrity of the 
bridge  

Locally lower 3rd Street by approximately two 
feet 

The lowering of 3rd Street would not physically harm the historic property. 

Strengthen the existing W24 steel columns This will cause some damage to the existing steel columns, which are 

                                                 
3 If the proposed project component will substantially alter the bridge such that it no longer conveys its significance, 
then it would have a high diminution of integrity.  On the other hand, if the project component leaves the bridge’s 
integrity generally intact as designed/original, this would cause a low diminution of bridge’s integrity. 
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Proposed Design Component for 
Alternative 2 (Seismic 
Retrofit/Rehabilitation) 

Effects to the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge under adverse effect criteria 
example i. 

with “WT” steel by adding side plates. character-defining features.  This would have a medium diminution to the 
integrity of the bridge. 

Strengthen the top and bottom hinge 
connections of the column. 

Existing material would be removed and replaced with new items, 
potentially causing some damage to the steel girders and bents, which are 
character-defining features.  This would have a low diminution to the 
integrity of the steel girders and bents 

Remove the bent horizontal individual strut 
beam and replace with two rigid link beams. 

This will remove part of a character-defining feature, and replace it with two 
new beams.  This is not consistent with the Standards.  This would have a 
medium to high diminution to the integrity of the bridge. 

Provide steel girder seat extension at Bent #3 
and North Abutment. 

This will be a new addition that has the potential to cause minor damage to 
the existing bents and steel girders, which are character-defining features.  
This would have a medium diminution to the integrity of the bridge. 

Construct seismic concrete approach slab at 
South Abutment. 

This is a new addition and would not cause damage to the structure. 

Remove and replace existing longitudinal 
bracings and add additional bracings between 
Bents #3 and #4 and between Bent #21 and 
North Abutment. 

Removal of the longitudinal bracings of the bents, and the addition of 
bracing would cause major damage to character-defining features and would 
not be consistent with the Standards.  This would have a high diminution to 
the integrity of the bridge 

Add 24-inch cast-in-drilled (CIDH) hole piles 
and foundations between Bents #3 and #5 and 
between Bent #20 and the North Abutment. 

This action would occur below the surface, and would not affect a character-
defining element. 

Extend all bent footings with 24 inch CIDH 
concrete piling – except spread footing 
extension at Bent #16. 

This action would occur below the surface, and would not affect a character-
defining element. 

Construct concrete crash walls at the bents, 
which are located within 25 feet of the 
centerline of the track.  To meet standard 
railroad clearance envelope of nine feet from 
the centerline of the track to the face of the 
obstruction, some of the crash walls will be 
limited to one-to four inches thick. 

This would not damage or destroy the historic material of this property since 
these items will not be physically attached to the existing bents.   However, 
this component has the potential to cause the integrity of the bridge’s design, 
setting, and feeling.   

Waterproof the steel column bases using an 
asphalt-based product. 

Waterproofing of the column bases should not have a damaging effect on 
the historic property. 
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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 (36 
CFR part 68) and applicable guidelines; 

 
Santa Fe Depot  
Alternative 1: (No Build)– No Effect  
 
Alternative 2: (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) – No Effect 
 
Alternative 3: (Bridge Replacement) – No Effect 
 
Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge 
Alternative 1: (No Build) – No Effect 
The Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge would not be restored, rehabilitated or repaired, nor would any 
stabilization or seismic retrofit occur; however minor maintenance would occur.  This criterion 
would not be applicable 
 
Alternative 2: (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) – Adverse Effect 
The Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge would be rehabilitated and seismically retrofitted. These actions 
would alter or remove historic material, destroying character-defining features, and would result 
in a finding of Adverse Effect.  Any changes to the Garner’s Grove site that is not consistent 
with Standard #2) would also be in violation of this criterion.  See Attachment 4 
(Retrofit/Rehabilitation Alternative Planning Sheets) for the plans for Alternative 2, which is 
also identified as Alternative B on those sheets.  See the table below for component-by-
component analysis of the effects of this alternative to the bridge. 
 
Alternative 3: (Bridge Replacement) – Not Applicable 
The Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge would be demolished, not altered.  Not applicable.  See 
Attachment 5 for plans of Alternative 3 and photo simulations of the replacement structure are 
located in Attachment 6. 
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Proposed Design Component for Alternative 2 Effects to the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge under adverse 
effect criteria example ii 

Widen the bridge curb-to-curb width from 40 feet to 60 feet. Widening the bridge would not be consistent with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (Standards) because it 
could change the spatial relationship.  This would have a 
medium diminution to the integrity of the bridge. 

Replace the concrete deck and railings.  Limit new arch 
railing openings to four inches wide. 

Removal and replacement of the concrete deck would not alter 
a character-defining feature. 
Removal and replacement of the concrete railing with a railing 
of similar material and design, but smaller openings is not 
consistent with the Standards.  This would have a high 
diminution to the integrity of the bridge. 

Strengthen the existing steel girders with new stud 
connectors and continuous fillet welds on cover plates. 

The steel I-girders are character-defining features and this 
action could have an adverse effect on these items.   This 
would have a low diminution to the integrity of the bridge. 

Replace Spans #17, #18, #19, and #20. These fours spans elements of character-defining feature “f” 
and replacement of them would not be consistent with the 
Standards.  This would have a medium to high diminution to 
the integrity of the bridge 

Replace the expansion finger joint with modular joint seal 
assemble. 

This design element would not alter a character-defining 
feature. 

Add transverse sheer key assemblies and longitudinal rod or 
cable restrainers at the hinge. 

Rehabilitating the bridge will require some work to be done on 
the hinges; the action would introduce new features.  This 
would have an adverse effect on the steel supporting piers, 
which are character-defining features.  This would have a low 
diminution to the integrity of the bridge. 

Retrofit the connections and add rod restrainers between the 
girders and floor beams on Bents #5, #6, #7, #18, #19, and 
#20 to transfer longitudinal forces to the bracings. 

The use of rod restrainers would constitute an adverse effect 
on the steel girders, as they would alter a character-defining 
feature of the bridge.  This would have a low diminution to the 
integrity of the steel girders 

Repaint the entire bridge. Repainting in an appropriate color would be consistent with 
the Standards. 

Relocate Bents #17, #18, and #19. Relocating three bents from their original position in order to 
accommodate the BNSF would not be consistent with the 
Standards.  This would have a medium to high diminution to 
the integrity of the bridge. 

Locally lower 3rd Street by approximately two feet. This design element would not alter a character-defining 
feature. 

Proposed Design Component for Alternative 2 Effects to the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge under adverse 
effect criteria example ii 

Strengthen the existing W24 steel columns with “WT” steel 
by adding side plates 

Using side plates to stabilize the steel columns would not be 
consistent with the Standards, as this would alter character-
defining features.  This would have a medium diminution to 
the integrity of the bridge. 

Strengthen the top and bottom hinge connections of the 
column. 

Existing material would be removed and replaced with new 
items.  This would alter the columns, but if new material was 
similar in design, color and texture, this might not adversely 
alter the columns, which are character-defining features.  This 
project component would likely have a low diminution to the 
integrity of the bridge.  

Remove the bent horizontal individual strut beam and replace The sole link beam of the steel bents would be replaced with 



Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge Project  Revised Draft Finding of Effect 

April  2007 page 15  

with two rigid link beams. two link beams.  This would change the form and character of 
the bents and would not be consistent with the Standards.  This 
would have a medium to high diminution to the integrity of the 
bridge. 

Provide steel girder seat extension at Bent #3 and North 
Abutment. 

This would alter the three character-defining features, which is 
not consistent with the Standards.  This would have a medium 
to high diminution to the integrity of the bridge. 

Construct seismic concrete approach slab at South Abutment. This design element would not alter a character-defining 
feature. 

Remove and replace existing longitudinal bracings and add 
additional bracings between Bents #3 and #4 and between 
Bent #21 and North Abutment. 

This action would alter Bents #3, 4 and 21 which have been 
identified as character-defining features.  This might meet the 
Standards if it were accomplished with in-kind replacements. 
This would have a medium diminution to the integrity of the 
bridge due to the removal of historic material. 

Add 24-inch cast-in-drilled hole (CIDH) piles and 
foundations between Bents #3 and #5 and between Bent #20 
and the North Abutment. 

Adding these piles would not alter character-defining features, 
as this would be accomplished below the road or rail surface.   

Extend all bent footings with 24-inch CIDH concrete piling – 
except spread footing extension at Bent #16. 

This action would not alter a character-defining feature. 

Construct concrete crash walls at the bents, which are located 
within 25 feet of the centerline of the track.  To meet 
standard railroad clearance envelope of nine feet from the 
centerline of the track to the face of the obstruction, some of 
the crash walls will be limited to one-to four inches thick 

This design element would not alter a character-defining 
feature.  However, it would detract from the original form or 
the bents, whose shape and spatial relationships are character-
defining features.  Therefore, this design element would not be 
consistent with the Standards. 

Waterproof the steel column bases This action would not alter a character-defining feature in an 
adverse manner 
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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; 
 
Santa Fe Depot  
Alternative 1: (No Build)– No Effect.   
The setting would remain the same. 
 
Alternative 2: (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) – No Effect.   
This alternative would result in a finding of No Effect, as the bridge (which is part of the depot’s 
setting) would remain in place. 
 
Alternative 3: (Bridge Replacement) – No Adverse Effect.   
There is the potential for an indirect effect on the setting of the depot due to change in the height 
of the proposed replacement bridge.  See Attachment 6, Photo Simulation 2. 
 
Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge 
Alternative 1: (No Build)– No Effect.   
The Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge would remain in place and would continue to be used in its 
historic function. 
 
Alternative 2: (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) – No Effect.  
The Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge would continue to function as a vehicular and pedestrian bridge 
and there would be replacement in-kind of the physical features within the setting as that 
contribute to its historic significance.  See Attachment 4 (Retrofit/Rehabilitation Alternative 
Planning Sheets) for the plans for Alternative 2, also known as Alternative B.   
 
Alternative 3: (Bridge Replacement) – Adverse Effect.    
The bridge would be demolished, but its replacement would still function as a vehicular and 
pedestrian bridge.  The physical features that characterize its historic significance would be 
destroyed under this alternative, which would be an Adverse Effect.  Some of the landscape 
elements located to the southeast corner of the bridge that contribute to its historic setting would 
be removed and replaced.  The plans for Alternative 3 are located in Attachment 5.  Photo 
simulations of the replacement alternative are located in Attachment 6.  Landscape to be replaced 
is illustrated in Attachment 10, specifically the bright green area to the southeast of the bridge. 
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v. Introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the 

property's significant historic features; 
 
Santa Fe Depot  
Alternative 1: (No Build)– No Effect.   
Under this alternative, there would be No Effect to this historic property. 
 
Alternative 2: (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) – No Adverse Effect.   
This alternative has the potential to introduce temporary audible and atmospheric elements 
during construction, which would be considered temporary and insignificant impacts to the 
depot’s historical features.  Any temporary or permanent changes to the significant visual 
elements of the depot that would occur due to construction of the bridge would be situated too 
far from the depot to have any significant effects.   
 
Alternative 3: (Bridge Replacement) – No Adverse Effect.   
As with Alternative 2, this alternative has the potential to introduce temporary audible and 
atmospheric elements during construction, which would be considered temporary and 
insignificant impacts to the depot’s historical features.  Any temporary or permanent changes to 
the significant visual elements of the depot that would occur due to construction of the bridge 
would be situated too far from the depot to have any significant impacts.  For a visual simulation 
of the view of the replacement structure, please see Attachment 6, Photo Simulation 2. 
 
Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge 
Alternative 1: (No Build)– No Adverse Effect.   
No introduction of visual, atmospheric or audible elements would be introduced as an effect of 
this alternative.  Therefore, there would be No Adverse Effect to the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge. 
 
Alternative 2: (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) – No Adverse Effect.   
The Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge would not be permanently affected under this alternative in 
relation to this criterion.  The proposed actions include the potential to introduce temporary 
audible, visual and atmospheric elements during construction.  Any such introduction would be 
temporary, or short term, and result in no permanent impacts to the structure’s significant 
historical features.  See Attachment 4 (Retrofit/Rehabilitation Alternative Planning Sheets) for 
the plans for Alternative 2.  Those sheets refer to this as Alternative B. 
 
Alternative 3: (Bridge Replacement) – Adverse Effect.   
The Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge would be demolished and replaced under this alternative.  The 
Criteria of Adverse Effect example v. would not be applicable.  The plans for the proposed 
Alternative 3 are located in Attachment 5.   Please refer to Attachment 6, Photo Simulations 1 
and 3. 
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The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation: Alternative 2  
 
Alternative 2 (Seismic Retrofit/Rehabilitation) of the proposed project to replace the Mt. Vernon 
Avenue Bridge (#54C-0066) in the City of San Bernardino is consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties—Rehabilitation (36 CFR 68).   
 
Specifically, the evaluation of the proposed project’s effects on the bridge was focused on 
Standard 2, Standard 5, Standard 6, Standard 9 and Standard 10.  Where historic material is 
removed, such as removal of the original railings, Standard 2 and Standard 5 were applied.  
Where the addition of new items such as side plates, cable restrainers and other seismic retrofit 
apparatus was called out as part of the project Alternative, Standards 6, 9 and 10 were applied.  
The application of the Standards is discussed more comprehensively in the tables found on page 
11 through page 15. 
 

1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires 
minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and 
environment.  

 
a. The proposed alternative and its associated design components are intended to 

allow the bridge to continue to be in use for additional years.   Therefore, this 
Standard was not used as part of the evaluation of the proposed project’s effects. 

 
2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of 

historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be 
avoided.  

 
a. This Standard was applied to the removal of the original railings, the relocation of 

the bents, the strengthening of the steel columns, the replacement of the beams, 
the removal of the bracing and the construction of crash walls are all examples of 
the design components of this alternative that were evaluated under this Standard.  
The railings are character-defining features, and historic material and this 
alternative would remove and replace those features.  The relocation of bents, the 
removal of bracings and the construction of crash walls would change the spatial 
relationship of individual character-defining features as well as the overall spaces 
of the bridges.  This Standard also applies to Garden’s Grove, a contributing 
element to the bridge.  Any alteration to this site would not meet this standard.  
Please see the table between page 10 and 11 and the table between 12 and 14 for a 
more detailed discussion of how these design components will not meet this 
standard. 

 
3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. 

Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural 
features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.  

 
Not Applicable. 
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4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance 

in their own right shall be retained and preserved.  
 

Not Applicable. 
 

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship 
that characterize a property shall be preserved.  

 
a. This Standard was applied to the widening of the bridge, which would remove 

character-defining features; the replacement of several spans; the strengthening of 
the steel girders; the replacement of the railing; the relocation of several bents; 
and the removal and replacement of bracings.  Specific design concepts evaluated 
under this Standard relate to the damage caused by the removal of the railings, 
which are character-defining features, alterations to the girders, which are 
character-defining features, and removal or relocation of vertical members, which 
character the property.  Please see the table between page 10 and 11 and the table 
between 12 and 14 for a more detailed discussion of how these design 
components will not meet this standard. 

 
6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of 

deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the 
old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. 
Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or 
pictorial evidence.     

 
a. Most the of proposed design concepts of Alternative 2 are intended to repair, 

rather than replace, character-defining features.   However, this Standard was 
applied to the replacement of the railing, the repair of the steel girders, the retrofit 
of the connections and the addition of rod restrainers.   Please see the table 
between page 10 and 11 and the table between 12 and 14 for a more detailed 
discussion of how these design components will not meet this standard. 

 
7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic 

materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be 
undertaken using the gentlest means possible.  
 
Not Applicable. 

 
8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved. 

If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.  
 

Not Applicable. 
 

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the 
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old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to 
protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.  

 
a. This Standard was applied to the following actions proposed in Alternative 2: the 

replacement of the historic railing, the proposed options for strengthening the 
steel girders, the replacement of the spans, adding transverse sheer keys; 
retrofitting the connections and adding rod restrainers on several bents, the 
addition of a steel girder seat extension, and the construction of concrete crash 
walls.  Please see the table between page 10 and 11 and the table between 12 and 
14 for a more detailed discussion of how these design components will not meet 
this standard. 

 
10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a 

manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic 
property and its environment would be unimpaired.  

 
a. This Standard applied to the proposed widening of the bridge, the changes to the 

steel girders, the addition of transverse sheer keys, the addition of rod restrainers, 
and the addition of bracing.    Please see the table between page 10 and 11 and the 
table between 12 and 14 for a more detailed discussion of how these design 
components will not meet this standard. 

 

VI. ALTERNATIVES WITHDRAWN FROM CONSIDERATION 

The discussion of alternatives that were withdrawn from consideration will be presented in a 
consultation document that will accompany the Memorandum of Agreement, to be submitted to 
SHPO under separate cover. 

VII. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation measures will be presented in a Memorandum of Agreement document that will be 
submitted to SHPO under separate cover. 

VIII. CONCLUSIONS 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the City of San Bernardino (City), is 
proposing to replace the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge (Bridge No. 54C-0066) between 2nd and 4th 
Streets, approximately 0.2 miles south of Route 66 and .07 miles west of I-215.  The bridge 
crosses the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway mainlines, storage tracks and 
intermodal yard, and the Metrolink rail tracks.   
 
The proposed project includes three alternatives: Alternative 1 (no build), Alternative 2 (seismic 
retrofit/rehabilitation), and Alternative 3 (bridge replacement on same alignment).  Alternative 3 
(Replacement) is the locally preferred alternative.  Two historic properties are located within the 
Architectural APE: Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge and Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe (Santa Fe) 
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Depot.  The Mt. Vernon Avenue Viaduct, located in the City and County of San Bernardino has 
previously been determined to be eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion A and C.  The 
Santa Fe Depot was listed on the NRHP under Criterion C in February 2001.     
 
Property Effect Finding for Alternative 1 –  No Build 
Santa Fe Depot No Effect 
Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge No Effect 
  
Property Effect Finding for Alternative 2 – Seismic 

Retrofit/Rehabilitation 
Santa Fe Depot No Effect 
Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge Adverse Effect 
  
Property Effect Finding for Alternative 3 – Bridge 

Replacement 
Santa Fe Depot No Adverse Effect 
Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge Adverse Effect 

 
Based on the application of the Criteria of Effect, as defined in the revised Section 106 
guidelines [(36 CFR 800.5(1)], FHWA proposes that Alternative 1 would have No Effect and 
Alternatives 2 and 3 would cause an Adverse Effect on the Mt. Vernon Avenue Bridge.  
Mitigation measures will be presented in a Memorandum of Agreement document that will be 
submitted to SHPO under separate cover.  FHWA proposes that Alternatives 1 and 2 would have 
No Effect on the Santa Fe Depot and Alternative 3 would have No Adverse Effect.   
 
Pursuant to Section 106 PA Stipulation X.C, and with the cooperation and assistance of Caltrans, 
FHWA is consulting SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects to the Mt. Vernon Avenue 
Bridge, pursuant to Section 106 PA Stipulation XI, 36 CFR 800.6(a), and 800.6(b)(1). 
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IX. ATTACHMENTS 

• Attachment 1: Project Location Map 
 
• Attachment 2: Project Vicinity Map 
 
• Attachment 3: Project APE Map 
 
• Attachment 4: Alternative 2—Retrofit/Rehabilitation Planning Sheets (1-7) 
 
• Attachment 5: Alternative 3—Bridge Replacement Sheets (1-4) 
 
• Attachment 6: Photo Simulations for Alternative 3 (replacement) 
 
• Attachment 7: Additional Photos 
 
• Attachment 8: List of Contacted Agencies, Organizations and Individuals 
 
• Attachment 9: Report on the demolition of 240 N. Mt. Vernon Avenue 
 
• Attachment 10:  Landscape areas to be replaced by the proposed project (bright green area to 

the southeast of the bridge) and future City projects (all other green areas). 
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Project Location Map 



 





 



ATTACHMENT 2 

Project Vicinity Map 



 





 



ATTACHMENT 3 

Project APE Map 



 





 



ATTACHMENT 4 

Alternative 2—Retrofit/Rehabilitation  
Planning Sheets (1–7) 



 

















 



ATTACHMENT 5 

Alternative 3—Bridge Replacement Sheets (1–4) 



 











ATTACHMENT 6 

Photo Simulations for Alternative 3 (replacement) 



 





 





 





 



ATTACHMENT 7 

Additional Photos 



 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 





 



MT. VERNON AVENUE BRIDGE ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPE FEATURES 
 

 
Figure 1: View East Along Third Street Toward Viaduct Blvd (Depot on Left) 
 

 
Figure 2: Grouping of Fan Palms Along Ditch, View Southeast 



 



MT. VERNON AVENUE BRIDGE ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPE FEATURES 
 

 
Figure 3: Concrete/Arroyo Stone Lined Ditch, View Southeast From Third St. 
 

 
Figure 4: Ditch and Adjoining Rock Features, Looking East Toward Viaduct Blvd. 
 



 



MT. VERNON AVENUE BRIDGE ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPE FEATURES 
 

 
Figure 5: Bridge Staircase, Drinking Fountain, and Stone Retaining Wall 



 



ATTACHMENT 8 

List of Contacted Agencies, Organizations, and 
Individuals 



 





 



ATTACHMENT 9 

Report on the Demolition of 240 N. Mt. Vernon Avenue 



 













 









 





 





 





 





 









 









 





























 



















ATTACHMENT 10 

Landscape Areas to Be Replaced by the Proposed 
Project (bright green area to the southeast of the bridge) 

and Future City Projects (all other green areas) 



 



Proposed Bridge Replacement
Separate City Project

Separate City Project

LANDSCAPE MAP NO. 1



 



MT. VERNON AVENUE BRIDGE ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPE FEATURES 
 

 
Figure 1: View East Along Third Street Toward Viaduct Blvd (Depot on Left) 
 

 
Figure 2: Grouping of Fan Palms Along Ditch, View Southeast 



 



MT. VERNON AVENUE BRIDGE ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPE FEATURES 
 

 
Figure 3: Concrete/Arroyo Stone Lined Ditch, View Southeast From Third St. 
 

 
Figure 4: Ditch and Adjoining Rock Features, Looking East Toward Viaduct Blvd. 
 



 



MT. VERNON AVENUE BRIDGE ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPE FEATURES 
 

 
Figure 5: Bridge Staircase, Drinking Fountain, and Stone Retaining Wall 
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