
 

 

To: File  

From: Robert Forrest  

Date: February 20, 2013  

Re: GILBERT ROAD EXTENSION PROJECT 
 Section 4f Technical Memorandum 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this memo is to evaluate the potential for Section 4(f) impacts from the 
Build Alternative (4-Lane, 2-Lane, and 2-Lane with Roundabout Option) for design of a 
two-mile light rail extension on Main Street from just east of Mesa Drive to Gilbert Road 
in Mesa, Arizona.  Refer to Chapter 2 of the Gilbert Road Extension EA for a full 
description of the proposed project.  

2.0 REGULATORY SETTING 

2.1 U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1966  

Valley Metro is seeking federal funding for the Gilbert Road Extension and Section 4(f) 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, states that the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) “may 
approve a transportation program or project requiring publicly owned land of a public 
park or recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local 
significance, or land of a historic site of national, state, or local significance (as 
determined by the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, 
area, or site) only if there is no prudent or feasible alignment to using that land and the 
program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, 
recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use” (49 
United States Code [USC] 303). 

As defined in 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 774.17, the “use” of a protected 
Section 4(f) property occurs when any of the following conditions are met.   

Direct Use 

A direct use of a Section 4(f) resource occurs when the property is permanently 
incorporated into a transportation facility.  This may occur as a result of a full or partial 
acquisition of the property, permanent easement, or temporary easements that exceed 
regulatory requirements noted under Temporary Use. 

Temporary Use 

A temporary use of a Section 4(f) resource occurs when there is a temporary occupancy 
of property that is considered adverse in terms of the preservationist purpose of the 
Section 4(f) statute.  Under the FHWA/FTA regulations (23 CFR 774.13), a temporary 
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occupancy of property does not constitute a use of a Section 4(f) resource when all the 
following conditions are satisfied: 

 Duration is temporary (i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the project) 
and there should be no change in ownership of the land 

 Scope of work is minor (i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the changes to 
the Section 4(f) property are minimal) 

 There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there be 
interference with the protected activities, features, or attributes of the property, on 
either a temporary or permanent basis 

 The land being used must be fully restored (i.e., the property must be returned to a 
condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project) 

 There must be documented agreement of the official(s) with jurisdiction over the 
Section 4(f) resource regarding the above conditions 

Constructive Use 

A constructive use of a Section 4(f) resource occurs when the transportation project 
does not permanently incorporate land from the resource, but the proximity of the 
project results in impacts (e.g., noise, vibration, visual, and property access) that are so 
severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify a resource for 
protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired.  For example, a constructive 
use can occur under at least one of the following conditions: 

 The projected increase in noise level, attributable to the project, substantially 
interferes with the use and enjoyment of a noise-sensitive facility of a resource 
protected by Section 4(f). 

 The proximity of the proposed project substantially impairs aesthetic features or 
attributes of a resource protected by Section 4(f), where such features or attributes 
are considered important contributing elements to the value of the resource.  An 
example of such an effect would be locating a proposed transportation facility in 
such proximity that it obstructs or eliminates views considered part of a National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) eligible, architecturally significant, or historical 
building’s Section 4(f) eligibility.  Another example would be locating a proposed 
transportation facility in such proximity that it detracts from the setting of a park or 
historic site which derives its value in substantial part due to its setting. 

 The project results in a restriction on access that substantially diminishes the utility 
of a significant publicly owned park, recreation area, or historic site. 

 Vibration associated with the proposed project impairs the use of a Section 4(f) 
resource. 
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2.1.1 De Minimis Findings 

Section 6009(a) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), Pub. L. 109-59, amended existing Section 4(f) 
legislation at 23 USC 138 and 49 USC 303, to simplify the processing and approval of 
projects that would result in de minimis impacts (minor impacts) on lands protected by 
Section 4(f).  The requirements of Section 4(f) would be considered satisfied if it is 
determined that the project would have only a “de minimis impact” on the Section 4(f) 
resource. The provision allows avoidance, minimization, and mitigation or enhancement 
measures to be considered in making a de minimis determination.  De minimis impact is 
defined in 23 CFR 774.17 as follows: 

 For parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, a de minimis 
impact is one that would not adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities 
qualifying the property for protection under Section 4(f). 

 For historic sites, de minimis impact means that the FTA has determined, in 
accordance with 36 CFR 800 that no historic property is affected by the project or 
the project would have “no adverse effect” on the property in question.   

2.2 SECTION 6(F) OF THE LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND ACT  

Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA), administered by 
the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation (IAC) and the Department of the 
Interior’s National Park Service (NPS), pertains to projects that would cause impacts on, 
or the permanent conversion of, outdoor recreational property acquired with LWCFA 
assistance.  The LWCFA established the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), 
a matching assistance program providing grants paying half the acquisition and 
development cost of outdoor recreation sites and facilities.  Section 6(f) prohibits the 
conversion of property acquired or developed with these grants to a non-recreational 
purpose without approval from the IAC and the NPS.  The NPS must assure 
replacement lands of equal value, location, and usefulness are provided as conditions 
of approval for land conversions (16 USC § 460l-4 through 460l-11). 

2.3 SECTION 106 OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) is critical to the 
Section 4(f) process for cultural resources. Section 106 mandates that a project’s effect 
on cultural resources be considered.  While 4(f) is concerned with the “use” of a 4(f) 
property and all feasible and prudent means to avoid the use of that property, Section 
106 is concerned with the effects an action will have upon a cultural resource. Section 
106 involves consultation with other parties, including the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) and the City of Mesa’s Historic Preservation Office (MHPO).  For this 
reason, Section 106 is also the process by which a cultural resource’s eligibility is 
discussed and determined.  This eligibility determination will assist in establishing 
whether or not Section 4(f) applies to the historic properties.  A cultural resource may be 
considered a Section 4(f) property if it meets the criteria of eligibility for the NRHP. 
NRHP-eligible properties are generally older than 50 years, unless they are of 
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exceptional significance.  For the purposes of determining NRHP-eligibility however, the 
Inventory and Evaluation of Historic Resources technical report set a property age limit 
of less than 50 years in order to capture properties that would attain the customary age 
of eligibility during life of the planning and construction of the Locally Preferred 
Alternative. Section 4(f) properties are generally eligible for the NRHP under Criteria A, 
B, or C (see below for definitions).  Section 4(f) properties can, however, be eligible 
under Criterion D if preservation in place is warranted or under Consideration G if they 
are exceptionally important (for additional information refer to the Inventory and 
Evaluation of Historical Resources and An Archaeological Assessment Technical 
Reports prepared for the Gilbert Road Extension Draft Environmental Assessment).  

2.3.1 NRHP Criteria/Considerations for Evaluation 

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

Criterion B:  Resources associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

Criterion C:  Resources that embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that 
possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction. 

Criterion D:  Resources that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history (Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, 2002). 

Consideration G:  Resources that have not attained the 50 year age required by the 
NRHP, but demonstrate exceptional historical importance. 

3.0 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

The City of Mesa General Plan, school district websites, and the Maricopa County 
Regional Trails System Plan were consulted to determine if parks and recreational 
facilities are within the project area.   

Historic and archeological resources were determined through literature review, survey, 
and consultation with MHPO and the SHPO.  Further information on this subject is 
available in the Inventory and Evaluation of Historic Resources and Archaeological 
Assessment.  

Section 4(f) resources (parks and recreation facilities, historic properties, and 
archaeological sites) would be affected if they were permanently incorporated into the 
transit facility or if their use (activities) features, or attributes that qualify them as a 4(f) 
resource are substantially impaired.  Use of parkland or recreational facilities or historic 
properties for the implementation of the Gilbert Road Extension project would be an 
impact requiring consultation with the FTA.  Section 4(f) applies to all archaeological 
sites that are on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register and that warrant 
preservation in place.  However, Section 4(f) does not apply if consultation with the 
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SHPO determines that the archaeological resource is important mainly because of what 
can be learned by data recovery and has minimal values for preservation in place (23 
CFR 771.135(g)). 

In addition, Section 4(f) resources have the potential to be affected by the light rail 
vehicle noise and vibration during operations.  Valley Metro conducted an impact 
assessment along the project corridor per FTA guidelines to determine whether light rail 
vehicle operations would produce substantial noise and/or vibration impacts.  
Construction activities could also produce temporary, but substantial, air quality, noise, 
traffic, and transportation impacts at these facilities.   

4.0 DESCRIPTION OF SECTION 4(F) AND 6(F) RESOURCES 

This section describes Section 4(f) properties that were considered for evaluation. 
Properties subject to Section 4(f) consideration include historic resources of local, state, 
or national significance, whether privately or publicly owned, as well as publicly owned 
parks, recreation areas, and wildlife refuges of national or local significance.  

4.1 PUBLIC PARKS AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

There are no publicly owned parks, public recreational areas, wildlife refuge and 
waterfowl refuges within the study area that qualify as a Section 4(f) or 6(f) resource. 

4.2 HISTORIC RESOURCES 

This section identifies NRHP-eligible properties and archaeological resources that are 
subject to Section 4(f).  Prior to completing the Section 4(f) evaluation, a Section 106 
analysis was completed pursuant to the NHPA to identify historical and archaeological 
resources in the project study area and to determine their significance.  Refer to the 
Inventory and Evaluation of Historic Resources (Valley Metro, 2013) and An 
Archaeological Assessment (Valley Metro, 2013).  The purpose of the Section 106 
analysis was to identify cultural resources that are eligible or listed on the NRHP and 
that may be affected by the project. 

Under Section 106, when a federally funded project will affect a historic property, the 
agency must apply the criteria of adverse effect to determine if the effect will be adverse 
or negative.  Adverse effects include, but are not limited to, demolition; alteration; 
removal of a property from its original setting; neglect; abandonment; or the introduction 
of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements.  The Inventory and Evaluation of Historic 
Resources report identified properties within the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) 
that are eligible for the NRHP as a result of the Section 106 process (Table 1 and 
Figure 1).  

In addition, the Archaeological Assessment report documented two historic linear sites, 
a canal and a highway, within the approximately 2-square mile project study area 
(Error! Reference source not found.). The old US 80 alignment extends along Main 
Street from Gilbert Road to Mesa Drive. This segment of the old highway is 
recommended as not eligible for listing in the NHRP, as its design and function have 
been significantly altered.  
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The Consolidated Canal is within the project study area and is eligible for listing in the 
National Register under Criterion A. However, the canal is located outside the 
anticipated construction footprint of the two Build Alternatives and design option and, 
therefore, would not be affected by the undertaking.  

Table 1. RECOMMENDED ELIGIBLE HISTORIC-ERA PROPERTIES 

Site No
1 

Property Name
2 

Address 
Year 
Built 

Recommended 
Status and Criteria 

Eligible Historic Buildings 

13824115 
Bank (Prime Time Child Care 
building and sign) 

640 East Main Street 1959 Eligible, Criterion A 

13828120C Metro Valley Painting 659 East Main Street 1963 Eligible, Criterion A 

ACS-09 
Safeway Stores Building (Rancho 
Grande and small businesses) 

827 East Main Street 1965 
Eligible, Criterion A 
and C 

ACS-10 
El Rancho Motel and Realty 
Buildings (El Rancho Motel and 
Smoke Shop) and Signs 

719 East Main Street 1948 
Eligible, Criterion A 
and C 

ACS-25/26 
J&J Car Wash and Auto Service 
Building (Car Wash Auto Detail) 
and Sign 

1060 East Main Street 1964 
Eligible, Criterion A 
and C 

ACS-37 
Arizona Bank Building (Bank of 
America) 

1164 East Main Street 1961 Eligible, Criterion A 

ACS-39 
Bashas' Grocer Building (Food 
City) 

1242 East Main Street 1963 
Eligible, Criterion A 
and C 

ACS-41 
First National Bank of Arizona 
Building (Gold Pawn Brokers) 

1444 East Main Street 1964 
Eligible, Criterion A 
and C 

ACS-50 
Mesa Marine Boats Retail Building 
(Tanaka Gallery) 

1549 East Main Street 1968 Eligible, Criterion A 

Eligible Historic Signs 

ACS-60 Ham Bone Sign 903 East Main Street 1965 Eligible, Criterion C 

ACS-61 Frontier Motel Signs 1307 East Main Street 1948 Eligible, Criterion C 

1
Site No. corresponds to numbers shown in Figure 1. 

2
The first entry under “Property Name” was the name of the business, building, property, etc., when first built. The name in 

parenthesis indicates the current name as of the date of the field survey.  
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Figure 1. HISTORIC PROPERTIES WITHIN THE APE 
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5.0 SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION 

5.1 DIRECT USE OF SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES 

No-Build Alternative 

Under the No-Build Alternative the transportation capital improvements that have 
already been approved and funded and would result in no “use” of parklands, 
recreational resources, or  significant historic resources subject to protection under 
Section 4(f) or 6(f). For those other capital improvements not yet approved or funded, 
impacts on recreational or historic resources may occur should those projects be built. 
An analysis of the impacts would be conducted as part of the environmental studies 
prepared for those projects as they are implemented.  

Build Alternative (4-Lane) 

The Section 106 finding of effects for all historic properties within the APE is “No 
Adverse Effect”. Error! Reference source not found. lists historic properties, 
describes impacts, and provides Section 4(f) use determinations.  

 

Table 2. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS ON HISTORIC PROPERTIES FOR BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE (4-LANE) 

Site No.
1 

Resource Name Location 
Description of 

Impact 

Preliminary 
Section 106  

Finding 

Section 4(f) 
Use 

Determination
2
 

National Register – Listed and Eligible Buildings  

13824115 Prime Time Child 
Care

 
640 E. Main Street No Use of Land or 

Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

13828120C Metro Valley 
Painting 

659 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-9 Safeway Store 
Buildings 

837 East Main 
Street 

No Impact to 
Building, small 
use of land 
(parking) 

No Adverse 
Effect 

de minimis 

ACS-10 El Rancho Motel 
and Realty 
Buildings and 
Signs 

719 East Main 
Street 

No Impact to 
Building, small 
use of land 
(parking) and 
relocation of sign 

No Adverse 
Effect 

de minimis 

ACS-25/26 J&J Car Wash 
and Service 
Center Buildings 

1060 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-37 The Arizona Bank 
Building 

1164 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-39 Bashas’ Grocer 
Building 

1242 East Main 
Street 

No Impact to 
Building, small 
use of land 
(parking) 

No Adverse 
Effect 

de minimis 

ACS-41 First National 
Bank of Arizona 

1444 East Main 
Street 

No Impact to 
Building, small 

No Adverse 
Effect 

de minimis 
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Site No.
1 

Resource Name Location 
Description of 

Impact 

Preliminary 
Section 106  

Finding 

Section 4(f) 
Use 

Determination
2
 

use of land 
(parking) 

ACS-50 Mesa Marine 
Boats Rental 
Building 

1549 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

National Register – Eligible Individual Objects (Signs) 

ACS-60 Ham Bone Sign 903 East Main Street No Use of Land or 
Impact to Sign 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-61 Frontier Motel 
Apartments Signs 

1307 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Sign 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

1
Site No. corresponds to numbers shown in Figure 1. 

2
Some properties with no Section 4(f) use have Section 106 determinations of No Adverse Effect.  This is because they do 

not incorporate any land into the transportation facility, and Federal guidance stipulates that where there is a Section 106 
determination of No Adverse Effect, there cannot be a constructive use.   

The proposed light rail transit (LRT) extension project would result in the acquisition of 
additional right-of-way (ROW) from four historic properties to maintain the existing four-
lane roadway configuration.  The ROW acquisition would result in the removal of a small 
portion of the parking areas for each of the four historic properties (ACS-9, 10, 39, and 
41) identified above in Table 2.  The parking area takes will result in minor reductions in 
the amount of parking area available as shown in Table 3.  In addition, the historic sign 
located on the El Rancho Motel and Reality Building property will also be impacted. To 
maintain a No Adverse Effect to this historic sign, it will be relocated within the same 
property relative to the new right-of-way.  The acquisition of small amounts of property 
from the four historic properties and relocation of a motel sign results in minor impacts, 
therefore, it is determined that the project would result in a de minimis impact.   

Table 3. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED PARKING LOT PARTIAL ACQUISITIONS ON 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES FOR BUILD ALTERNATIVE (4-LANE) 

Site 
No. Property Name Address 

Square Feet  

of Take 
% of Total Parking 

Lot Take  

ACS-9 
Safeway Stores Building 
(Rancho Grande and small 
businesses) 

827 East Main Street 750 sf 0.7% 

ACS-10 
El Rancho Motel and Realty 
Buildings (El Rancho Motel 
and Smoke Shop) and Signs 

719 East Main Street 145 sf 0.7% 

ACS-39 
Bashas' Grocer Building (Food 
City) 

1242 East Main Street 4,190 sf 3.7% 

ACS-41 
First National Bank of Arizona 
Building (Gold Pawn Brokers) 

1444 East Main Street 750 sf 7.7% 
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Build Alternative (2-Lane) 

The Section 106 finding of effects for all historic properties within the APE for the 2-
Lane Alternative is “No Adverse Effect”. The 2-Lane Alternative does not require any 
right-of-way from any historic property and therefore, would not result in a “direct use” of 
land from any listed or eligible historic property within the project area.  Therefore, no 
consideration of avoidance alternatives is necessary.   

Table 4 lists historic properties, describes impacts, and provides Section 4(f) use 
determinations. 

Table 4. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS ON HISTORIC PROPERTIES FOR BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE (2-LANE) 

Site No.
1 

Resource Name Location 
Description of 

Impact 

Preliminary 
Section 106  

Finding 

Section 4(f) 
Use 

Determination
2
 

National Register – Listed and Eligible Buildings  

13824115 Prime Time Child 
Care

 
640 E. Main Street No Use of Land or 

Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

13828120C Metro Valley 
Painting 

659 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-9 Safeway Store 
Buildings 

837 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-10 El Rancho Motel 
and Realty 
Buildings 

719 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-25/26 J&J Car Wash 
and Service 
Center Buildings 

1060 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-37 The Arizona Bank 
Building 

1164 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-39 Bashas’ Grocer 
Building 

1242 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-41 First National 
Bank of Arizona 

1444 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-50 Mesa Marine 
Boats Rental 
Building 

1549 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

National Register – Eligible Individual Objects (Signs) 

ACS-60 Ham Bone Sign 903 East Main Street No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-61 Frontier Motel 
Apartments Signs 

1307 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

1
Site No. corresponds to numbers shown in Figure 1. 

2
Some properties with no Section 4(f) use have Section 106 determinations of No Adverse Effect.  This is because they do 

not incorporate any land into the transportation facility, and Federal guidance stipulates that where there is a Section 106 
determination of No Adverse Effect, there cannot be a constructive use.   
3
Properties treated as eligible for purposes of Section 106 Consultation.  Definitive eligibility recommendations for these 

resources cannot be made without completion of extensive research, evaluation, and consultation. 
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Build Alternative (2-Lane with Roundabouts) 

The Section 106 finding of effects for all historic properties within the APE is “No 
Adverse Effect”. Table 5 lists historic properties, describes impacts, and provides 
Section 4(f) use determinations. 

Table 5. SUMMARY OF EFFECTS ON HISTORIC PROPERTIES FOR BUILD 
ALTERNATIVE (2-LANE ROUNDABOUT OPTION) 

Site No.
1 Resource 

Name 
Location 

Description of 
Impact 

Preliminary 
Section 106  

Finding 

Section 4(f) 
Use 

Determination
2
 

National Register – Listed and Eligible Buildings  

13824115 Prime Time Child 
Care

 
640 E. Main Street No Use of Land or 

Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

13828120C Metro Valley 
Painting 

659 East Main Street No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-9 Safeway Store 
Buildings 

837 East Main Street No Impact to 
Building, small 
use of land 
(parking) 

No Adverse 
Effect 

de minimis 

ACS-10 El Rancho Motel 
and Realty 
Buildings 

719 East Main Street No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-25/26 J&J Car Wash 
and Service 
Center Buildings 

1060 East Main Street No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-37 The Arizona 
Bank Building 

1164 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-39 Bashas’ Grocer 
Building 

1242 East Main 
Street 

No Impact to 
Building, small 
use of land 
(parking) 

No Adverse 
Effect 

de minimis 

ACS-41 First National 
Bank of Arizona 

1444 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-50 Mesa Marine 
Boats Rental 
Building 

1549 East Main 
Street 

No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

National Register – Eligible Individual Objects (Signs) 

ACS-60 Ham Bone Sign 903 East Main Street No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

ACS-61 Frontier Motel 
Apartments Signs 

1307 East Main Street No Use of Land or 
Impact to Building 

No Adverse 
Effect 

No Use 

1
Site No. corresponds to numbers shown in Figure 1. 

2
Some properties with no Section 4(f) use have Section 106 determinations of No Adverse Effect.  This is because they do 

not incorporate any land into the transportation facility, and Federal guidance stipulates that where there is a Section 106 
determination of No Adverse Effect, there cannot be a constructive use.   

The proposed LRT extension project would result in the acquisition of additional ROW 
from two historic properties required for the construction of a modern roundabout.  The 
ROW acquisition will result in the removal of a small portion of the parking areas for 
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each of the two historic properties (ACS 9 and 39) identified above in Table 6.  The 
parking area takes will result in minor reductions in the amount of parking area available 
as shown in Table 7.  The acquisition of the small amounts of property from the two 
historic properties results in minor impacts, therefore, it is determined that the project 
would result in a de minimis impact.   

 
Table 6. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED PARKING LOT PARTIAL ACQUISITIONS ON 
HISTORIC PROPERTIES FOR BUILD ALTERNATIVES (2-LANE ROUNDABOUTS)  

Site No. Property Name Address 

Square Feet  

of Take 
% of Total Parking 

Lot Take  

ACS-9 
Safeway Stores Building (Rancho 
Grande and small businesses) 

827 East Main Street 220 sf 0.2% 

ACS-39 
Bashas' Grocer Building (Food 
City) 

1242 East Main Street 150 sf 0.1% 

5.2 CONSTRUCTIVE USE OF SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES 

Section 4(f) regulations, 23 CFR 774.15(a) states: “A constructive use occurs when the 
transportation project does not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) property, but the 
project’s proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially 
impaired.”   

Build Alternative (4-Lane) 

The Gilbert Road Extension project would not result in a constructive use of any historic 
Section 4(f) property or historic district because relocation of the non-historic curb line, 
the location of the Transit Power Substation (TPSS), LRT stations, park-and-ride facility, 
and overhead catenary system would not substantially impair the features or attributes 
that qualify any historic properties for protection under Section 4(f). 

Noise impacts from LRT operations are anticipated to exceed the FTA threshold for 
moderate impacts to four units at the El Rancho Motel.  The Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report evaluated the use of sound walls and sound insulation for the units 
affected.  The use of sound walls was identified as not feasible because, to be effective, 
the sound wall must be continuous with no breaks for driveways. The addition of a 
sound wall that would eliminate the potential noise impacts would result in additional 
impacts to the motel due to loss of access.  However, sound insulation could be added 
to the four affected rooms. This typically consists of retrofitting windows with ones that 
reduce noise levels to a greater extent; adding weather stripping with solid seals where 
needed; replacing any hollow core doors with solid core doors; and adding solid seals 
around window air conditioning units where present.   

Sound insulation would reduce the level of noise impacts at the motel to below the FTA 
standards so that any activities, features, or attributes that qualify this property for 
protection under Section 4(f) would not be substantially impaired.  The Noise and 
Vibration Technical Report also determined that construction related noise impacts 
would exceed the impact threshold, but would be reduced through measures identified 
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in the Noise and Vibration Technical Report.  Vibration activities are unlikely to exceed 
construction related impact thresholds.  Therefore, as described in 23 CFR 774.15(f), no 
constructive uses of any Section 4(f) resources would result from these potential 
impacts. 

Build Alternative (2-Lane) 

The Gilbert Road Extension project would not result in a constructive use of any historic 
Section 4(f) property because the location of the TPSS, LRT stations, park-and-ride 
facioity, and overhead catenary system would not substantially impair the features or 
attributes that qualify any historic properties for protection under Section 4(f).  Operation 
of light rail within the project area would not result in any noise or vibration impacts to 
any Section 4(f) resource. However, the Noise and Vibration Technical Report 
determined that construction related noise impacts would exceed the impact threshold, 
but would be reduced through measures identified in the Noise and Vibration Technical 
Report.  Vibration activities are unlikely to exceed construction related impact 
thresholds.  Therefore, as described in 23 CFR 774.15(f), no constructive uses of any 
Section 4(f) resources would result from these potential impacts. 

Build Alternative (2-Lane with Roundabouts) 

The Gilbert Road Extension project would not result in a constructive use of any historic 
Section 4(f) property or historic district because the location of the TPSS, park-and-ride 
facility, LRT stations, and overhead catenary system would not substantially impair the 
features or attributes that qualify any historic properties for protection under Section 4(f).  
Operation of light rail within the project area would not result in any noise or vibration 
impacts to any Section 4(f) resource. However, the Noise and Vibration Technical 
Report determined that construction related noise impacts would exceed the impact 
threshold, but would be reduced through measures identified in the Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report.  Vibration activities are unlikely to exceed construction related impact 
thresholds.  Therefore, as described in 23 CFR 774.15(f), no constructive uses of any 
Section 4(f) resources would result from these potential impacts. 

 

5.3 TEMPORARY USE OR OCCUPANCY OF SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES 

Section 2.1 defines temporary use of Section 4(f) properties.  The No-Build and Build 
Alternatives (4-Lane, 2-Lane and 2-Lane with Roundabouts) do not include any 
temporary use of Section 4(f) properties, nor do project plans include any temporary 
occupancy of Section 4(f) properties.  

 


