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INTRODUCTION
This Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) technical report has been prepared to support the
environmental assessment for high-capacity transit improvements being considered in
the study area for the Tempe Streetcar project. This report begins with a short
background of the study and a description of the alternatives being considered in the
environmental assessment. Next, this report describes the Section 4(f) and Section 6(f)
resources in the study area and summarizes the effects determination for historic
properties in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966. This report concludes with a summary of impacts for the Build Alternative.

1.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project, or Build Alternative (Figure 1), would be a 3.0-mile-long modern
streetcar line. It would connect the emerging Rio Salado Parkway commercial district
along Tempe Town Lake with the traditional downtown core of Tempe and the Mill
Avenue District. South of University Drive and downtown Tempe, the alignment would
continue on Mill Avenue, wrap around the southern portion of the Arizona State
University (ASU) campus along Apache Boulevard, and terminate near the current
Dorsey/Apache Boulevard Light Rail Transit (LRT) Station.
Described from north to south, the streetcar would operate bi-directionally in the median
of Rio Salado Parkway between the new Marina Heights development near Packard
Drive and the intersection of Mill Avenue and Rio Salado Parkway. The streetcar would
then loop around downtown Tempe, generally sharing travel lanes with automobiles and
operating in a one-way couplet southbound on Ash Avenue and northbound on Mill
Avenue. Specifically, the streetcar would traverse a one-way, counterclockwise loop
west on Rio Salado Parkway, south on Ash Avenue, and east on University Drive.
During some special events in downtown Tempe, the streetcar would complete the
counterclockwise loop by turning north on Mill Avenue at University Drive and
continuing to Rio Salado Parkway.
Under general operating conditions, the flow downtown would still be in a
counterclockwise direction on the portion of the loop on Rio Salado Parkway, Ash
Avenue, and University Drive. However, where the streetcars on University Drive
intersect with Mill Avenue, they would turn south and travel bi-directionally on Mill
Avenue to 11th Street near ASU’s Gammage Auditorium. The bi-directional trackway
would then follow the roadway curve around the southwestern perimeter of Gammage
Auditorium, turn onto Apache Boulevard, and continue in an east-to-west direction,
terminating near the current Dorsey/Apache Boulevard LRT Station.
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The existing number of traffic lanes would be maintained, with two exceptions:
x

x

Mill Avenue between University Drive and 11th Street. In this segment, the existing
three southbound through lanes would be reduced to two lanes, and a southbound
bicycle lane would be added. An additional northbound through lane would be added
to provide a total of two northbound through lanes and a bicycle lane. At 10th Street,
the left-turn lane would be removed.
Ash Avenue between Rio Salado Parkway and University Drive. In this segment, the
existing two southbound through lanes would be reduced to one lane, and the
southbound bicycle lane would be moved adjacent to the remaining southbound
through lane.

The proposed streetcar system would operate with a single car and primarily share the
existing vehicular travel lanes with the exception of Rio Salado Parkway, Ash Avenue,
University Drive, and a portion of Mill Avenue south of University Drive where it would
operate in semi-exclusive guideway. In some of those locations the streetcar will share
the left turn lanes with auto traffic. The project intends to use modern streetcar vehicles,
powered by an overhead catenary system. Although a specific vehicle has not been
selected, streetcar vehicle lengths typically range from 65 to 80 feet, with passenger
capacities of 125 to 150 persons., While the exact type of streetcar vehicle has not been
determined, it is anticipated it would have a minimum of two articulations (movable
joints within the vehicle) to maneuver the tight turns required for in-street operations.
A portion of the vehicle would have a low floor to accommodate level boarding from stop
platforms. The vehicle would either have adjustable suspension or bridge plates to
accommodate Americans with Disabilities Act requirements for vehicle/platform
interface. The primary features of the Build Alternative are described in Table 1.
The proposed project’s vehicles would use the current Valley Metro Operations and
Maintenance Center now used to maintain and store light rail vehicles for the Valley
Metro light rail system. The vehicles would use the existing LRT tracks to access the
Operations and Maintenance Center. Fourteen streetcar stops would be distributed
throughout the 3.0-mile-long corridor, as shown in Table 2.
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FIGURE 1: BUILD ALTERNATIVE

Source: Valley Metro 2015

TABLE 1: TEMPE STREETCAR AT-A-GLANCE
Attribute
Track configuration

Distance
Number of streetcar
stops

Description
Rio Salado Parkway (between the Marina Heights development and the
intersection of Mill Avenue and Rio Salado Parkway) – This segment would have
a double-track configuration.
Downtown Tempe (between University Drive and Rio Salado Parkway) – This
segment would include a single-track, one-way counterclockwise loop west on
Rio Salado Parkway, south on Ash Avenue, and east on University Drive to Mill
Avenue. Northbound trains would operate on a single-track, one-way alignment
north on Mill Avenue.
Mill Avenue (south of University Drive to Apache Boulevard) and Apache
Boulevard (east of Mill Avenue to Dorsey Lane) – This segment would have a
double-track configuration with the exception of the single-track configuration
east of Terrace Road to Dorsey Lane.
3.0 route miles
14
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Attribute
Traffic lanes

Operations begin
Headways

Vehicle capacity
Hours of operation
Estimated operational
speed
Number of vehicles
Operations and
maintenance

Description
Would shares travel lanes with automobiles and would generally maintain
existing numbers of traffic lanes with two exceptions:
(1) Between University Drive and 11th Street, where existing three southbound
lanes would be reduced to two and a bike lane would be added. Existing single
northbound lane would be increased to two lanes with existing bike lane
maintained
(2) Southbound Ash Avenue, where two southbound lanes would be reduced to
one lane.
2018
Weekdays: 10-minute frequency in each direction most of the day, with
20-minute frequency in each direction in early mornings (5- to 6 a.m.) and in late
evenings (7 p.m. and later).
Carrying capacity of 125-150 passengers depending on vehicle and seating
configuration
Sunday through Thursday: 19 hours (5 a.m. to 12 a.m.)
Friday and Saturday: 22 hours (5 a.m. to 3 a.m.)
25 miles per hour
6 (includes revenue service vehicles and spares)
Would use existing Valley Metro Operations and Maintenance Center

TABLE 2: STOP LOCATIONS AND DESCRIPTIONS
Location
Marina Heights/Rio Salado Parkway
Hayden Ferry/Rio Salado Parkway
Tempe Beach Park/Rio Salado Parkway
3rd Street/Ash Avenue
5th Street/Ash Avenue
University Drive/Ash Avenue
6th Street/Mill Avenue
3rd Street/Mill Avenue
9th Street/Mill Avenue
11th Street/Mill Avenue
College Avenue/Apache Boulevard
McAllister Avenue/Apache Boulevard
Rural Road/Apache Boulevard
Dorsey/Apache Boulevard

Platform Type
Center platform
Center platform
Center platform
Side platform on curbside lane
Side platform on curbside lane
Side platform on curbside lane
Side platform on curbside lane
Side platform on curbside lane
Center platform
Center platform
Center platform
Center platform
Center platform
Side platform

Orientation of Stop
on Street
Center of street
Center of street
Center of street
Southbound
Southbound
Southbound
Northbound
Northbound
Center of street
Center of street
Center of street
Center of street
Center of street
Center of street

Source: Tempe Streetcar drawings, Valley Metro, January 21, 2015.

Streetcar power would be supplied by overhead electric lines. The overhead electric
lines would be suspended by poles and hardware placed in the street ROW at intervals
of approximately 80 to 110 feet. The poles and hardware are designed to be compatible
with visual and aesthetic characteristics of the corridor. Where the track is side running,
the poles would be located on the curb side of the streetcar trackway with the overhead
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electrical line suspended over the streetcar tracks either by span wires or with
cantilevered attachments. Where the track is median running, generally the poles would
be located within the median with the overhead line suspended over the streetcar
tracks.
With few exceptions, the streetcar trackway, stops, and lane configurations would be
contained within the existing public ROW; however, ROW would be needed for traction
power substations (TPSSs) and signal buildings. The TPSSs would be spaced
approximately 1 mile apart to provide electrical power for streetcar vehicles and special
trackwork. The TPSS facilities would convert electrical current to an appropriate type
(AC to DC) and level to power the streetcar vehicles. The candidate locations for the
eight TPSSs are listed in Table 3. Each location, approximately 70 feet by 100 feet
(including setbacks and access drives), was sited to minimize impacts to the
surrounding properties. The project would likely require fewer than eight TPSSs;
however, all eight potential sites are included in the analysis.
TABLE 3: TRACTION POWER SUBSTATION LOCATION OPTIONS
Abbreviation1
RS/P Option 1
RS/P Option 2
RS/A
3/A
3/M
U/M
13/M
A/T
1

Drawing Sheet No.1
3
2
4
5
5
7
9
2

Location
Rio Salado Parkway – Option 1
Rio Salado Parkway – Option 2
Rio Salado Parkway/Ash Avenue
3rd Street/Ash Avenue
3rd Street/Mill Avenue
University Drive/Mill Avenue
13th Street/Mill Avenue
Apache Boulevard/Terrace Road

As shown in the separate package of drawings dated January 21, 2015, Valley Metro.

2.0

SECTION 4(f) REGULATORY SETTING

2.1

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1966

Valley Metro is seeking federal funding for the Tempe Streetcar project from the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA). Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of
1966, as amended, states that the Secretary of Transportation “may approve a
transportation program or project … requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public
park, 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, refuge, or site) only if—(1) there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using
that land; and (2) the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm
to the park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from
the use” (49 United States Code [USC] § 303).
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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 the Temporary Use discussion that
follows.
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 statute’s
preservationist purpose of the Section 4(f) statute. Under the Federal Highway
Administration/FTA regulations (23 CFR § 774.13), a temporary occupancy of property
does not constitute a use of a Section 4(f) resource when all the following conditions are
satisfied:
x
x
x
x
x

The duration is temporary (that is, less than the time needed for construction of the
project) and there would be no change in ownership of the land.
The scope of work is minor [that is, 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 would 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 (that is, the property must be returned to
a condition that 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 (for example, 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:
x
x

The projected increase in noise levels 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
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x
x

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 that derives its value, in substantial part, from 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.

2.1.1 De Minimis Findings
Section 6009(a) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:
A Legacy for Users, Public Law 109-59, amended existing Section 4(f) legislation at 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 were 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:
x
x

2.2

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 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.
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 U.S. 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 nonrecreational
purpose without approval from the IAC and NPS. NPS must ensure replacement lands
of equal value, location, and usefulness are provided as conditions of approval for land
conversions (16 USC §§ 460l-4 through 460l-11).
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Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) are discussed together because it is not uncommon for
recreational resources to receive LWCF funding, making Section 6(f) at times integral to
the Section 4(f) process.
2.3

SECTION 106 OF THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT OF 1966

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 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 Section 4(f) is concerned with the “use” of a
Section 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 would have on a cultural
resource. Section 106 involves consultation with other parties, including the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the City of Tempe’s Historic Preservation
Office.
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 exceptional significance.
For the purposes of determining NRHP-eligibility, however, the Inventory and Evaluation
of Historical Properties and Districts and An Archaeological Assessment technical
reports used a 50-year age limit to capture properties that would attain the customary
age of eligibility during the 10-year life of the planning and construction of the Build
Alternative.
Section 4(f) properties are generally eligible for listing in 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 Historic Resources and An Archaeological Assessment technical reports prepared for
the Tempe Streetcar Draft Environmental Assessment). The NRHP criteria are
described below:
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.

Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Report
Environmental Assessment
Tempe Streetcar

8

May 2015

Criterion D:

3.0

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

METHODOLOGY FOR IMPACT EVALUATION

Parks and recreational properties adjacent to the alignment were determined through
review of the City of Tempe General Plan, school district websites, and the Maricopa
County Regional Trails System Plan. The City of Tempe Parks and Recreation
Department, the official with jurisdiction 1, was contacted by letter on November 2, 2010,
to elicit information necessary to determine Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) eligibility of
parks and recreational resources (see Appendix A). A response was received on
January 3, 2011 (see Appendix A). A site visit to update previous findings was
conducted on January 8, 2014.
Historic and archeological resources were determined through a literature review,
survey, and consultation with the Tempe Historic Preservation Officer, the ASU Historic
Preservation Officer, and the Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). A de
minimis determination for historic or archeological Section 4(f) resources would require
concurrence with the official with jurisdiction over these resources, in this case the
SHPO. Should the SHPO disagree with FTA’s determinations (eligibility, effect, de
minimis, etc.), it is possible that an analysis of avoidance alternatives would need to be
conducted. Further information on this subject is available in the Inventory and
Evaluation of Historic Resources and An Archaeological Assessment technical reports
prepared for the Tempe Streetcar Draft Environmental Assessment.
Section 4(f) resources would be affected if they were permanently incorporated into the
transit facility or if their activities, features, or attributes that qualify them as a
Section 4(f) resource are substantially impaired. Use of parkland or recreational facilities
or historic properties for the implementation of the streetcar project would be an impact
requiring consultation with FTA. Section 4(f) applies to all archaeological sites that are
on or eligible for inclusion on the NRHP and that warrant preservation in place.
However, Section 4(f) does not apply if, after consultation with the SHPO, it is
determined that the archaeological resource is important mainly because of what can be
learned by data recovery (Criterion D) 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 streetcar
noise and vibration during operation. Valley Metro conducted an impact assessment
along the project corridor in accordance with FTA guidelines to determine whether
streetcar operations would produce substantial noise and/or vibration impacts.
Construction activities could also produce temporary, but substantial, noise, vibration,
air quality, traffic, and transportation impacts at these facilities.
1

Jurisdiction refers to the agency owning or administering a resource
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4.0

DESCRIPTION OF SECTION 4(f) AND SECTION 6(f) RESOURCES

Properties subject to Section 4(f) consideration include publicly owned parks and
recreation areas; wildlife or waterfowl refuges of national, state, or local significance;
and historic properties of national, state, or local significance. There are no resources in
proximity to the project area that meet the definition of a wildlife and waterfowl refuge;
that is, resources whose primary purpose is the conservation, restoration, or
management of wildlife and waterfowl resources including, but not limited to,
endangered species and their habitat.
Five city parks and recreational resources (Tempe Beach Park, Rio Salado Park,
Birchett Park, Plazita de Descanso Park, and Hayden Butte Preserve Park) are located
adjacent to the project alignment. Tempe Beach Park meets the Section 4(f) definition
qualifying it as a Section 4(f) resource. Rio Salado, Birchett, and Plazita de Descanso
Parks are public open spaces located close to other public open spaces, and the City of
Tempe Community Development and Parks and Recreation Department determined
that these three parks do not meet the Section 4(f) definition of being locally significant
(see Appendix A). The City of Tempe’s website indicates that Hayden Butte Preserve
Park is a significant resource for the city; therefore it was assumed to be significant for
Section 4(f) purposes (City of Tempe 2015). In addition, none of the five parks qualify as
a Section 6(f) resource because the City of Tempe has not received LWCF grants for
park improvements.
In addition to recreational Section 4(f) resources in the project area, several historic and
prehistoric resources in the area have been determined eligible for the NRHP under
Criteria A, B, or C and thus are considered Section 4(f) resources. Section 4(f) does not
apply if FTA determines, after consultation with the SHPO, that a site is important
chiefly because of what can be learned by data recovery (i.e., Criterion D), has minimal
value for preservation in place, and the SHPO does not object to this determination [23
C.F.R.§ 774.13(b). Sites eligible under Criterion D do not warrant preservation in place,
therefore these sites are not eligible for Section 4(f) protection and are not discussed
further.
The Tempe Streetcar project was initially proposed several years ago to include the
current project’s downtown loop on Mill Avenue, Rio Salado Parkway, Ash Avenue, and
University Drive as well as a continuation of the route south on Mill Avenue where it
would have terminated at Southern Avenue. On behalf of FTA, Valley Metro initiated
consultation on the initial project in 2008 with the SHPO, the City of Tempe Historic
Preservation Office, and ASU. On May 14, 2014, SHPO concurred with the
determinations of eligibility and findings of “no adverse effect” for that initial project.
Subsequent to SHPO’s concurrence, Valley Metro and the City of Tempe decided not to
proceed with the project as it was then defined. In 2014, the project was reinitiated with
a modified route. The modified route includes the same downtown loop and portion of
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Mill Avenue south of University Drive to approximately 11th Street. However, the current
project also includes a segment on Rio Salado Parkway between Mill Avenue and
Marina Heights (near Packard Drive) and a segment traversing the Gammage Curve
between Mill Avenue and Apache Boulevard and extending east on Apache Boulevard
to approximately Dorsey Lane. Consultation was continued in 2014 with SHPO, the City
of Tempe, ASU, and other interested parties, including nine Native American tribes, to
provide an opportunity to review the historic and archaeological properties and potential
effects of these new segments of the project. On April, XX, 2015 (PENDING), the SHPO
concurred with FTA’s determinations of eligibility and findings of “no adverse effect” on
the modified project area (see Appendix A). Additionally, no Criterion D cultural
resources that could potentially be directly affected by the proposed project warrant
preservation in place. However, should unanticipated archaeological resources be
encountered and if they were found to be eligible for the NRHP and warrant
preservation in place, then they would be subject to Section 4(f).
For more information about historic and archeological resources, see the Inventory and
Evaluation of Historic Resources and the Archeological Assessment technical reports
for the Tempe Streetcar.

5.0

SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION

5.1

NO-BUILD ALTERNATIVE

Under the No-Build Alternative, most of the transportation capital improvements have
already been approved and funded and would result in “no use” of parklands,
recreational resources, or significant historic resources. For those other capital
improvements not yet approved or funded, impacts on recreational or historic resources
may occur should those projects be built. Depending on the project, an analysis of the
impacts could be conducted as part of the environmental studies prepared for those
projects as they are implemented.
5.2

BUILD ALTERNATIVE

5.2.1 Parks and Recreation (Non-Historic) Section 4(f) Resources
5.2.1.1 Tempe Beach Park
Within the study area, Tempe Beach Park is located on the southern bank of the Salt
River, north of Rio Salado Parkway (Figure 2). This approximately 20-acre public park is
under the jurisdiction of the City of Tempe. Primary access to the park is from Rio
Salado Parkway.
Tempe Beach Park is one of the top recreational attractions in Arizona and is the
centerpiece of the Tempe’s community. Tempe Beach Park has been the main
gathering place for Valley residents and visitors since its development in the
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early 1920s. In 1999, Tempe Town Lake was constructed, providing a host of waterrelated recreation. The 25-acre park offers more than five miles of paths and exercise
FIGURE 2: TEMPE BEACH PARK
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trails, picnic areas, ramadas, the Luis Gonzalez Arizona Diamondbacks Field of Dreams
baseball diamond, and the Cox Splash Playground. Tempe Beach Park hosts over
75 events each year, including the Ford Ironman Arizona, PF Chang’s Rock ‘n’ Roll
Marathon, Fourth of July celebration, Circle K Tempe Music Festival, Way Out West
Oktoberfest, and many others.
Direct Use
In the area of Tempe Beach Park, the Build Alternative would be located entirely within
the existing Rio Salado Parkway roadway prism and would not result in the acquisition
or conversion of any portion of Tempe Beach Park into the transit facility or for a
nonrecreational purpose; therefore, the project would not result in the direct use of
Tempe Beach Park.
Constructive Use
Tempe Beach Park does not have noise-sensitive activities or viewshed characteristics
that contribute to its importance as a Section 4(f) resource. Therefore, no further
analysis of these proximity impacts to determine whether they would substantially impair
the resource is necessary [23 CFR § 771.135(p)(4)]. Existing access to the Section 4(f)
property would not be altered; therefore, access to the resource would not be impaired.
Measures to Minimize Harm
Because the Build Alternative would not result in a direct or constructive use of Tempe
Beach Park, no measures to minimize harm are warranted. The Tempe Streetcar could
introduce forms, lines, colors, and textures different from the existing landscape.
Although Section 4(f) does not require any mitigation when a direct or constructive use
does not occur, the visual impacts of the section of the streetcar facilities near the
Tempe Beach Park would be designed using Valley Metro’s Tempe Streetcar Urban
Design Guidelines (developed especially for the Tempe Streetcar project) and other
Valley Metro applicable design criteria for stops, landscaping, etc. These documents
include methods to enhance and maintain the urban continuity and to blend the project’s
features into the existing setting.
5.2.1.2 Hayden Butte Preserve Park
Hayden Butte Preserve Park is located on the southeastern corner of Mill Avenue and
Rio Salado Parkway (Figure 3). The primary entrance to the park preserve is from 5th
Street. The main trailhead is off Mill Avenue just south of Rio Salado Parkway and west
of the butte. This approximately 25-acre park preserve is under the jurisdiction of the
City of Tempe. The resource is available for walk-on public use; however, the public
must remain on the trails to preserve the vegetation and cultural resources of the butte.
The park preserve qualifies as a Section 4(f) resource as a park, preserve,
archeological property, and traditional cultural property (TCP). As an archeological
property and TCP, Hayden Butte is also known as Tempe Butte. Please see Section 5.3
for further description of Tempe Butte.
Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Report
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FIGURE 3: HAYDEN BUTTE PRESERVE PARK
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Hayden Butte is one of Tempe’s most popular outdoor areas for exercise and
panoramic views of Tempe and the surrounding cities, the Papago Mountains,
Camelback Mountain, and the Salt River (City of Tempe 2015). The Leonard Monti Trail
winds up the side of Hayden Butte, and the park is named after Charles Trumbull
Hayden, who is considered the founder of the City of Tempe. Hayden Butte is
associated with ASU (ASU Sun Devil Stadium is a dominant feature of the butte) and is
an important cultural resource (see Section 6).
Because of its abundant Sonoran desert flora and fauna, significant historical and
archeological resources, the City of Tempe designated Hayden Butte as a preserve
in 2002.
Direct Use
In the area of Hayden Butte Preserve Park, the Build Alternative would be located
entirely within the existing Rio Salado Parkway roadway prism and would not result in
the acquisition or conversion of any portion of Hayden Butte Preserve Park into the
transit facility or for a nonrecreational purpose; therefore the alignment would not result
in a direct use of Hayden Butte Preserve Park. A potential TPSS could be located in a
privately owned parking lot approximately 0.01 mile from the southwestern boundary of
the Hayden Butte Park and Preserve and would, therefore, not result in a direct use of
this Section 4(f) resource.
Proximity Impacts
Hayden Butte Preserve Park does not have noise-sensitive or viewshed activities that
contribute to its importance as a Section 4(f) resource. Therefore, no further analysis of
these proximity impacts to determine whether they would substantially impair the
resource is necessary [23 CFR § 771.135(p)(4)]. Existing access to the Section 4(f)
property would not be altered; therefore, access to the resource would not be impaired.
Measures to Minimize Harm
Because the Build Alternative, including the potential TPSS, would not result in a direct
or constructive use of Hayden Butte Preserve Park, no measures to minimize harm are
warranted. The Tempe Streetcar could introduce forms, lines, colors, and textures
different from the existing landscape. Although Section 4(f) does not require any
mitigation when a direct or constructive use does not occur, the visual impacts of the
section of the streetcar facilities near the Hayden Butte Preserve Park would be
designed using Valley Metro’s Tempe Streetcar Urban Design Guidelines (developed
especially for the Tempe Streetcar project) and other Valley Metro applicable design
criteria for stops, landscaping, etc. These documents include methods to enhance and
maintain the urban continuity and to blend the project’s features into the existing setting.
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Environmental Assessment
Tempe Streetcar

15

May 2015

5.3

HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL PROPERTIES

Historic and archeological Section 4(f) properties are listed in Table 4, along with the
effects finding 2 under Section 106. Locations of these Section 4(f) resources are shown
in Figures 4, 4a, and 5.
On May 14, 2012, the SHPO agreed with FTA that a finding of effects for all historic and
archeological properties located within the APE of the original Tempe Streetcar project
is “No Adverse Effect” (see Appendix A). In April XX, 2015 (PENDING), FTA determined
that the modified project also had an effects finding of “no adverse effect.” SHPO and
tribal concurrences are pending. The finding of “no adverse effect” is dependent on the
application of measures to minimize harm to historic properties. The appropriate
measures will be coordinated among FTA, Valley Metro, SHPO, and the City of Tempe
through consultation.
In the immediate vicinity of Section 4(f) properties, the proposed streetcar project would
be located in the existing roadway prism and would not result in the acquisition or
conversion of any portion of a section 4(f) property to a transportation use. None of the
TPSSs are located within the parcel boundaries of Section 4(f) properties. Therefore,
the Tempe Streetcar project would not result in a direct use of land from any NRHPeligible property; therefore, no consideration of avoidance alternatives is necessary. For
more information on historic and archeological properties in the APE, see the Inventory
and Evaluation of Historic Properties and Districts and An Archeological Assessment
technical reports.

2

The preliminary findings of effects and recommended measures to minimize harm for the modified project have
been submitted to the SHPO for review and concurrence. The final findings will be included in the final Section 4(f)
and Section 6(f) report.
Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Report
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Resource

Description and Effects Finding2

Park Tract Historic District
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TSC-HD2

Southwestern corner of 10th Street and Mill Avenue
Built between 1930 and 1960
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
Current design modified from original project, No adverse
effect; SHPO concurrence pending
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None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

Direct Use

Constructive Use
SHPO concurs in a finding of no adverse effect
as long as the adjacent TPSS is appropriately
shielded (e.g., screen walls, vegetation, etc.,
that fit into the characteristics of the
surrounding area) to prevent proximity impacts
that could alter characteristics of the district
that qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP. The
TPSS is located between Maple and Mill
avenues west of University Drive and adjacent
to, but not within, the historic district (Figure
4a). Valley Metro has committed to appropriate
shielding should this TPSS option be selected
for implementation.
Therefore, no constructive use would occur.
SHPO concurs in a finding of no adverse effect
as long as a nearby TPSS (120 feet from
historic district) is appropriately shielded (e.g.,
screen walls, vegetation, etc., that fit into the
characteristics of the surrounding area) to
prevent proximity impacts that could alter
characteristics of the district that qualify it for
inclusion in the NRHP. The TPSS is located on
the southeast corner of Mill Avenue and 13th
Street across the street (Mill Avenue) from the
historic district (Figure 4a). Valley Metro has
committed to appropriate shielding should this
TPSS option be selected for implementation.
Additionally, four-single family residences (all
in the 1100 block of Mill Avenue and all
contributing to the historic district, are located
in an area where potential noise impacts from
streetcar vehicle squeal have been identified.
Friction control would be included in the design
to reduce the occurrence of wheel squeal
reducing predicted noise levels to below the
FTA moderate noise impact threshold at these
residences.
Therefore, no constructive use would occur.

Impact

TABLE 4: HISTORIC AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL SECTION 4(F) RESOURCES WITHIN THE PROJECT APE

National Register of Historic Places Eligible or Listed Districts
TSC-HD1 Gage Addition Historic District
Northwestern corner of 10th Street and Mill Avenue
Built between 1919 and 1954
NRHP3 Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO4 concurrence in 20125
Current design modified from original project, No adverse
effect; SHPO concurrence pending

Map
Number1

Not required

Not required
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University Park Historic District

TSC-HD4
Southeastern corner of Apache Boulevard and Mill
Avenue
Built between 1946 and 1956
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
Current design modified from original project, No adverse
effect; SHPO concurrence pending

Description and Effects Finding2
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National Register of Historic Places Eligible or Listed Historic Buildings
1.1
180 South Ash Avenue
Frankenberg House (relocated
and rehabilitated as office)
Built in 1910
NRHP Criteria B and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1.2
Long House
150 South Ash Avenue
(relocated and rehabilitated as
Built in 1910
office)
NRHP Criteria B and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1.3
House
150 South Ash Avenue
(relocated and rehabilitated as
Built circa 1910
office)
NRHP Criteria B and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1.4
House
150 South Ash Avenue
(relocated and rehabilitated as
Built circa 1910
office)
NRHP Criteria B and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1.5
House
150 South Ash Avenue
(relocated and rehabilitated as
Built circa 1910
office)
NRHP Criteria B and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1.6
Tempe Beach Stadium
Ash Avenue at 1st Street
Built in 1937
NRHP Criterion A
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012

Resource

Map
Number1

None

None

None

None

None

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint
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None

Constructive Use
SHPO concurs in a finding of no adverse effect
as long as the adjacent TPSS is appropriately
shielded (e.g., screen walls, vegetation, etc.,
that fit into the characteristics of the
surrounding area) to prevent proximity impacts
that could alter characteristics of the district
that qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP. The
TPSS is located on the southeast corner of Mill
Avenue and 13th Street adjacent to, but not
within, the historic district (Figure 4a). Valley
Metro has committed to appropriate shielding
should this TPSS option be selected for
implementation.
Therefore, no constructive use would occur.

Impact

None; not within construction footprint

Direct Use
None; not within construction footprint

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required
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Hayden Flour Mill
(vacant)

Hotel Casa Loma

Andre Building (Rula Bula)

Vienna Bakery (Ra Sushi)

Restaurant Mexico

College Theatre (Valley Art)

1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

1.12

1.13

Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Report
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Hayden House (adobe)
(Monti’s La Casa Vieja)

Resource

1.7

Map
Number1

398 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1899
NRHP Criterion C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
401 to 403 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1900
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
415 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1893
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
423 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1955
NRHP Criterion A
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
505 to 509 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1938
NRHP Criterion A
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012

119 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1918
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
Current design modified from original project, No adverse
effect; SHPO concurrence pending

3 West 1st Street
Built in 1873
NRHP Criterion C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012

Description and Effects Finding2
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None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

Direct Use
None; not within construction footprint

None

None

None

None

Constructive Use
Vibration impacts to the deteriorating adobe of
the property are not anticipated as a result of
construction or operation of the streetcar.
However, as a precautionary measure, Valley
Metro will document the existing condition of
the structure prior to project construction to
create a baseline for monitoring potential
architectural or structural changes to the
property in the future. Hayden House is
adjacent to the streetcar Build Alternative.
SHPO concurs in a finding of no adverse effect
as long as a nearby TPSS (400 feet from the
flour mill) is appropriately shielded to prevent
proximity impacts that could alter
characteristics of the property that qualify it for
inclusion in the NRHP. The TPSS is located in
the parking lot of the Twin Palms Hotel which is
south of Hayden Mill east of Mill Avenue, and
directly north of the existing LRT line (Figure
4). Valley Metro has committed to appropriate
shielding should this TPSS option be selected
for implementation.
Therefore, no constructive use would occur.
None

Impact

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required
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Tempe Hardware/Curry Hall

Tempe National Bank

Joseph A. Birchett Building
(Hippie Gypsy)

Brown/Strong/Reeves House

Gage House (Mrs. Rita’s)

University Inn and Suites

Mullen House

1.15

1.16

1.17

1.18

2.1

2.2

2.3

Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Report
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Goodwin Building

Resource

1.14

Map
Number1

918 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1924
NRHP Criteria B and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012

512 to 518 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1907
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
Current design modified from original project, No adverse
effect; SHPO concurrence pending
520 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1898
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
Current design modified from original project, No adverse
effect; SHPO concurrence pending
526 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1912
NRHP Criterion A
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
Current design modified from original project, No adverse
effect; SHPO concurrence pending
601 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1935
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
604 South Ash Avenue
Built in 1883
NRHP Criterion C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
115 West University Drive
Built in 1888
NRHP Criteria A and B
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
902 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1956
NRHP Criterion A
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012

Description and Effects Finding2
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None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

Direct Use
None; not within construction footprint

Constructive Use

This property is located in proximity to special
trackwork which could result in vibration
impacts; however, with the installation of lowimpact frogs, the predicted vibration levels
would be reduced to below the FTA impact
threshold. Therefore, no constructive use
would occur.
This property is located in proximity to special
trackwork which could result in vibration
impacts; however, with the installation of lowimpact frogs, the predicted vibration levels
would be reduced to below the FTA impact
threshold. Therefore, no constructive use
would occur.

None

None

None

None

None

None

Impact

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required
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Living Canvas Tattoos

Vanity on Mill Hair Gallery

Campus Cellular

3 Roots Coffee House

Minson House (Church)

Grady Gammage Auditorium

Residence

Selleh House

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12
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State Farm Insurance Office

Resource

2.4

Map
Number1
928 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1925
NRHP Criterion A; contributor to Gage Historic District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
930 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1930
NRHP Criterion A; contributor to Gage Historic District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
944 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1933
NRHP Criterion A; contributor to Gage Historic District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
946 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1955
NRHP Criterion A; contributor to Gage Historic District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1020 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1964
NRHP Criterion A
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
Current design modified from original project, No adverse
effect; SHPO concurrence pending
1034 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1925
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to Park Tract Historic
District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
Current design modified from original project, No adverse
effect; SHPO concurrence pending
1200 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1964
NRHP Criterion C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1100 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1942
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to Park Tract Historic
District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1104 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1940
NRHP Criteria B and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
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None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

Direct Use
None; not within construction footprint

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

Impact
Constructive Use

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required
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Residence

Residence

Residence

Residence

Residence

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

Resource
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Residence
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Map
Number1
1110 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1935
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to Park Tract Historic
District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1112 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1952
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to Park Tract Historic
District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1160 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1950
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to Park Tract Historic
District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1170 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1935
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to Park Tract Historic
District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1190 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1935
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to Park Tract Historic
District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1202 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1940
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to Park Tract Historic
District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012

Description and Effects Finding2

22

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

Direct Use
None; not within construction footprint

None

None

None

None

None

None

Impact
Constructive Use

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required
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Butler (Gray) House

Tempe Women’s Club

Residence

Residence

Residence

Residence

2.20

2.21

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5
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Residence

Resource

2.19

Map
Number1

1319 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1947
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to University Park
Historic District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1421 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1952
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to University Park
Historic District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1427 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1946
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to University Park
Historic District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1433 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1947
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to University Park
Historic District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012

1212 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1950
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to Park Tract Historic
District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1220 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1939
NRHP Criteria A and C; contributor to Park Tract Historic
District
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
1290 South Mill Avenue
Built in 1936
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
Current design modified from original project, No adverse
effect; SHPO concurrence pending
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None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

Direct Use
None; not within construction footprint

Constructive Use

None

None

None

SHPO concurs in a finding of no adverse effect
as long as a nearby TPSS (120 feet from the
Tempe Women’s Club) is appropriately
shielded to prevent proximity impacts that
could alter characteristics of the property that
qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP. The TPSS
is located on the southeast corner of Mill
Avenue and 13th Street across the street (Mill
Avenue) from the Tempe Women’s Club and
adjacent to the University Park Historic District
(Figure 4a). Valley Metro has committed to
appropriate shielding should this TPSS option
be selected for implementation.
Therefore, no constructive use would occur.
None

None

None

Impact

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required
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Best Hall

Sun Devil Stadium

Irish Hall

Hayden Flour Mill Complex Site
[AZ U:9:278 (ASM)]

Phoenix & Eastern Railroad
[AZ U:9:278 (ASM)]

ACS-7

ACS-9

RYDEN
T-438

2

3

1215 South Forest Avenue
Built in 1956
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence pending
500 East Veteran’s Way
Built in 1958
NRHP Criterion A
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence pending

250 East. Apache Boulevard
Built in 1951
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence pending6

Description and Effects Finding2
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Traditional Cultural Property

119 South Mill Avenue
NRHP Criteria A, , and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence in 2012
NRHP Criterion A
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence pending

1201 South Forest Avenue
Built in 1940
NRHP Criteria A and C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence pending
National Register Listed or Eligible Archaeological Sites
1
Tempe Butte
Southeastern corner of Mill Avenue and Rio Salado
Parkway.
(no site number)
Terraced Butte is eligible under NRHP Criterion D, but
contributes to Tempe Butte, which is listed under
NRHP Criterion C
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence pending

Charles Hayden Hall

Resource

ACS-6

Map
Number1

24

None; the archeological site boundaries are
outside the construction footprint; In the past,
the boundary extended across Rio Salado
Parkway, however this portion of the resource
has been dismantled and obliterated by the
construction of Rio Salado Parkway.

None

None

None

SHPO concurs in a finding of no adverse effect
as long as a nearby TPSSs (726 and 557 feet
respectively from the stadium) is appropriately
shielded to prevent proximity impacts that
could alter characteristics of the property that
qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP. Two
options for TPSS are located just south of Rio
Salado Parkway (Figure 4). Valley Metro has
committed to appropriate shielding should
either of these 2 TPSS options be selected for
implementation.
Therefore, no constructive use would occur.
None

Constructive Use
This property is located in an area where
potential noise impacts from streetcar vehicle
squeal have been identified. Friction control
would be included in the design to reduce the
occurrence of wheel squeal reducing predicted
noise levels to below the FTA moderate noise
impact threshold at Charles Hayden Hall.
Therefore, no constructive use would occur.
None

Impact

None; the archeological boundary of Tempe
Butte crosses existing Rio Salado Parkway and
encompasses the Hayden Ferry Lakeside
commercial building. The portion of Tempe
Butte the project would cross was previously
mitigated as part of the realignment of Rio
Salado Parkway. The streetcar alignment is
entirely within the Rio Salado roadway prism in
this area; therefore, there is no use.
None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

None; not within construction footprint

Direct Use
None; not within construction footprint

None required

None required

None required

Not required

Not required

Not required

Not required
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Tempe Butte

Resource
Southeastern corner of Mill Avenue and Rio Salado
Parkway.
Cultural values for the Akimel O’odham
Traditional activities are understood to take place toward
the upper elevations of Tempe Butte
NRHP Criteria A
No adverse effect; SHPO concurrence pending

Description and Effects Finding2

Impact
Direct Use
None
De minimis impact; although proposed project
would extend along the northern base of Tempe
Butte along Rio Salado Parkway, construction
and operation of the streetcar system would not
affect the qualities that contribute to the TCP’s7
cultural significance. The streetcar would not
impede the traditional activities that are
understood to take place above the height of the
proposed streetcar infrastructure.
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2
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Map No. corresponds to numbers shown in Figures 4, 4a, and 5.
Properties are either listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under indicated criteria.
NRHP = National Register of Historic Places
4
SHPO = State Historic Preservation Office
5
On May 14, 2012, the State Historic Preservation Office concurred with eligibility determinations and effects on the original Tempe Streetcar project.
6
On XX, XXX, 2015 (Pending), the State Historic Preservation office concurred with eligibility determinations and effects on the properties included in current, modified project.
7
TCP = traditional cultural property

1

1

Map
Number1
Constructive Use

None required

May 2015

Measures to Minimize Harm

FIGURE 4: HISTORIC SECTION 4(f) PROPERTIES IN THE APE
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FIGURE 4A: HISTORIC SECTION 4(f) PROPERTIES IN THE APE (CONTINUED)
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FIGURE 5: ARCHAEOLOGICAL SECTION 4(f) PROPERTIES IN THE APE
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5.4

TEMPORARY USE OR OCCUPANCY OF SECTION 4(F) PROPERTIES

Section 2.1 defines temporary use of Section 4(f) properties. The project does not
include any temporary use of Section 4(f) properties, nor do project plans include any
temporary occupancy of Section 4(f) properties.

6.0
6.1

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
PARKS AND RECREATION (NONHISTORIC) SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES

There are no Section 4(f) resources within the project corridor that are considered
wildlife or waterfowl refuges. There are two Section 4(f) parks in the project area:
Tempe Beach Park and Hayden Butte Preserve Park. The following conclusions are
applicable to these Section 4(f) properties:
x
x

x
6.2

The proposed Build Alternative, including the TPSSs, would not result in a direct use
of the Section 4(f) properties.
Neither Section 4(f) property has noise-sensitive activities or viewshed
characteristics that contribute to its importance as a Section 4(f) resource.
Therefore, no further analysis of these proximity impacts to determine whether they
would substantially impair the resource is necessary (23 CFR § 774.15).
Existing access to the Section 4(f) properties would not be altered or impaired.
HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL PROPERTIES

There are 53 historic and archeological Section 4(f) properties adjacent to the proposed
Build Alternative: 3 historic districts, 47 historic buildings, and 3 archaeological
properties, one of which is also a TCP. The following conclusions are applicable to
these Section 4(f) resources:
x
x

x

The Build Alternative and associated TPSSs would not result in a direct use of any
historic or archaeological Section 4(f) properties because the Build Alternative,
including the TPSSs would avoid the properties.
Because the majority of the properties are adjacent to the Build Alternative and/or
TPSSs, these properties would be subject to proximity impacts. None of the
Section 4(f) properties have noise-sensitive activities or characteristics that
contribute to their importance as Section 4(f) resources.
Six Section 4(f) resources have viewshed characteristics that contribute to their
NRHP eligibility. Because Valley Metro has committed to appropriately shielding the
TPSSs using techniques such as screen wall or vegetation, the proposed project
would not substantially impair the features and attributes that qualify these resources
for Section 4(f) protection. Additionally, streetcar infrastructure elements such as
overhead catenary and poles would have no adverse visual effects on these Section
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4(f) resources; therefore, the proposed project would not result in constructive use of
these resources. SHPO has concurred that the project would have no adverse
effect as long as the TPSSs are appropriately shielded. . These resources are:
o Gage Addition Historic District
o Park Tract Historic District
o University Park Historic District
o Hayden Flour Mill
o Tempe Women’s Club
o Sun Devil Stadium

x

x
x

As previously noted in Section 1.0, although eight TPSS options have been
identified for environmental clearance, fewer than eight sites (most likely three or
four sites) would be selected for the entire project. So shielding six TPSS locations
provides a worst-case analysis of the number of sites that would be adjacent to
Section 4(f) resources and would require shielding.
Vibration activities are not expected to exceed FTA impact thresholds and thus will
not result in direct or constructive use of any Section 4(f) resources. Therefore,
measures to minimize harm are not warranted. Nonetheless, as a precautionary
measure, the existing condition of the deteriorating Hayden House adobe would be
documented as a baseline for monitoring the potential vibration impacts during
construction of the streetcar.
Existing access to the Section 4(f) properties would not be altered or impaired.
Overall, proximity impacts such as location of TPSSs, overhead catenary system,
etc. would not adversely alter the characteristics that contribute to the resources’
importance as Section 4(f) resources, therefore, no constructive use of historic or
archeological resources afforded protection under Section 4(f) would occur.
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November 2, 2010

Mr. Travis Dray
Deputy Director
Parks and Recreation Department
City of Tempe
3500 S. Rural Road-2nd Floor
Tempe, Arizona 85282
RE:

TEMPE SOUTH MODERN STREETCAR

Dear Mr. Dray:
Valley Metro Rail, Inc. (METRO) and the Federal Transit Administration are gathering
information for the preparation of an environmental document in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) evaluating Modern Streetcar along Mill
Avenue within Tempe. This project was included in the City of Phoenix’s Transit 2000
ballot initiative passed by voters in 2000 and is also included in the approved Maricopa
Association of Governments financially constrained Regional Transportation Plan.
The proposed project would travel along Mill Avenue from Southern Avenue north to
Rio Salado where it turns westbound on Rio Salado to Ash Avenue. The line then turns
southbound onto Ash and continues to University and then eastbound from Ash to Mill
Avenue. Once this track reaches Mill Avenue, this alternative joins the northbound track
and continues a double track alignment on Mill Avenue to Southern Avenue (Figure 1).
As part of the NEPA process, an analysis of properties protected under Section 4(f) of
the Department of Transportation Act (as amended) and Section 6(f) of the Land and
Water Conservation Act must be completed. Section 4(f) properties are any publicly
owned parks and recreation areas, waterfowl and wildlife refuges, and historic sites
considered to have national, state, or local significance (Significance means that in
comparing the availability and function of the park, recreational area or wildlife and
waterfowl refuge, with the park, recreation or refuge objectives of the community or
authority, the resource in question plays an important role in meeting those objectives).
Such properties must be avoided unless no feasible and prudent alternatives are
available. Section 6(f) properties are any outdoor recreational property acquired or
developed with Land and Water Conservation funds. Section 6(f) prohibits the
conversion of property acquired or developed with these grants to a non-recreational
purpose without approval from the National Parks Service (NPS). The NPS must assure
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replacement lands of equal value, location and usefulness are provided as conditions
of approval for land conversions.
Through initial field reconnaissance, METRO has identified the following four recreation
areas along the project alignment:
•

Tempe Beach Park

•

Rio Salado Park

•

Birchett Park

•

Plazita de Descanso Park

Please indicate if we have captured all existing recreational facilities along the build
alignment and indicate if these facilities are considered locally significant and
therefore, Section 4(f) resources. In addition, please indicate if any of these facilities
were acquired or developed with Land and Water Conservation Funds making them a
Section 6(f) resource.
Planned facilities that are documented (e.g., by a site plan or in the General Plan) may
also be eligible for Section 4(f) consideration. Please indicate if the City of Tempe has
any planned recreational facilities within the build alignment. If so, please provide the
location (county assessor parcel number) and a copy of the site plan, if available.
Additionally, please indicate whether or not land has been purchased and if Land and
Water Conservation Act funds will be used for acquisition or development.
Please direct your comments to me at the address listed in our letterhead; via e-mail at
rforrest@valleymetro.org; or by telephone at 602-322-4514. Thank you for your assistance
and please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any further questions or
concerns.
Sincerely,

Robert Forrest
Environmental Planner III
Valley Metro Rail, Inc.
Enclosures:
Figure 1: Locally Preferred Alternative
cc:
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