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Appendix A – Peer System Contacts 

City 
Agency/  

Organization 
Contact(s) 

Telephone  

and/or E-Mail 

Charlotte Charlotte Trolley Lisa Grey 
(704) 375-1435 

lisa@charlottetrolley.org 

 

Dorothy Harris (901) 577-2652 

Memphis 
Memphis Area 

Transit Authority 
(MATA) 

John Lancaster, 

Operations 
(901) 722-7105 

Donald Preau (504) 242-2600 
New Orleans 

New Orleans 
Regional Transit 

Authority (NORTA) Mitch Guidry (504) 248-3780 

Portland Portland Street Car, 
Inc. Kay Dannen 

(503) 478-6404 

dannen@portlandstreetc
ar.org 

Tony Tufo, 

Operations 
(415) 401-3119 

San Francisco  
San Francisco 

Municipal Railway 
(Muni) Ron Niewiarowski, 

Capital Programs 
(415) 934-3938 

Tacoma Sound Transit (ST) 
Regional Agency Sue Comis (206) 398-5000 

Tampa 
Hillsborough Area 
Regional Transit 

Authority (HART) 
Elaine Lego (813) 254-4278 

Toronto  Toronto Transit 
Commission (TTC) Scott Haskill 

(416) 393-4000 

scott.haskill@ttc.ca 
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Appendix B – Detailed Alignments of the Three Lines 

B-1. South Lake Union Proposed Alignment:  Olive Street to Denny Way 

B.2. South Lake Union Proposed Alignment:  Denny Way to Valley Street 

B-3. South Lake Union Two Proposed Alignments:  Westlake Avenue to Yale Avenue N. 

B-4. South Lake Union Proposed Alignment:  Typical Section Westlake Avenue at Blanchard 
Street 

B-5. South Lake Union Proposed Alignment:  Typical Section Valley Street at Terry Avenue 
N. 

B-6. South Lake Union Proposed Alignment:  Typical Section Terry Avenue N. at Republican 
Street 

B-7. Waterfront – North Potential Alignment:  Broad Street to W. Thomas Street   

B-8. Waterfront – North Potential Alignment:  W. Thomas Street to the Grain Terminal 

B-9. Waterfront – North Potential Alignment:  the Grain Terminal to Amgen 

B-10. Waterfront – International District Potential Alignment:  5th Avenue S. to 12th Avenue S. 

B-11. Waterfront – International District Potential Alignment:  12th Avenue S. to 20th Avenue S. 

B-12. Waterfront – International District Potential Alignment:  20th Avenue S. to 23rd Avenue S. 

B-13. Waterfront – International District Potential Alignment:  Typical Section S.  King Street 
at I-5 

B-14. Waterfront – International District Potential Alignment:  Typical Section S.  Jackson 
Street at I-5 
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Appendix D – Section 4(F) Resource Evaluation for the 
Waterfront – North Alignment 

ISSUE 

Would Section 4(f) be applicable to the extension of the Waterfront Streetcar north to Amgen or 
points further north? 

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 states that it is national policy that 
“special effort be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and 
recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.”  The implementation of the 
Act requires that the Secretary of Transportation “not approve any project that requires the use of 
publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area … of national, State or local significance 
… unless (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to using such land and (2) the program or 
project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation area, ...”  Any 
project using federal transportation funds or requiring United States Department of Transportation 
(USDOT) approval would be required to comply with Section 4(f). 

OVERALL 

It would appear as though the section north of W. Thomas Street would be viewed as a Section 4(f) 
facility since the street right-of-way has been vacated.  The section south of W. Thomas Street is 
more debatable, though Federal Transit Administration (FTA) may view it as a Section 4(f) 
facility. This would be consistent with Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) view that the 
bicycle/pedestrian trail adjacent to the Alaskan Way Viaduct and just south of Broad Street is a 
Section 4(f) facility (Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Project DEIS, March 31, 
2004). 

BACKGROUND 

The existing Waterfront Streetcar travels along the downtown Seattle waterfront to a point just 
north of Broad Street.  There has been discussion of extending the streetcar line to the north.  Just 
north of the existing streetcar line and maintenance facility is the beginning of Myrtle Edwards 
Park, which extends north to approximately W. Thomas Street where the Elliott Bay Park begins.  
Elliott Bay Park, in turn, continues along the waterfront alongside the Amgen development to 
approximately 16th Avenue W.  The Elliott Bay Bike Trail continues north alongside 16th Avenue 
W. 

Myrtle Edwards Park is managed by Seattle’s Department of Parks and Recreation.  The easterly 
portion of this park is located on City of Seattle (City) street right-of-way (Alaskan Way).  City 
Ordinance 104776, adopted in July, 1975, authorized the Department of Parks and Recreation to 
construct the Elliott Bay Park Bikeway. (Note, this “Elliott Bay Park” was later re-named Myrtle 
Edwards Park and should not be confused with the Elliott Bay Park owned by the Port of Seattle 
(Port) north of W. Thomas Street.)i  The ordinance states that the bikeway, along with the planting 
of trees, installation of landscaping, and construction of a pedestrian path, would occur in Alaskan 
Way from Bay Street to W. Thomas Street, as well as in portions of W. Thomas Street and Bay 
Street.  The ordinance goes on to say that “should said streets at some future time be designated 
parkway, park drive, or boulevard, …, the appropriations herein made from the City Street Fund 
and the Arterial City Street Fund should be reimbursable by appropriations from the Park 
Acquisition and Development Fund for any expenditures made for the purposes contemplated by 
this ordinance …”   
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The current Elliott Bay Park is on property owned by the Port.  The park itself is operated and 
maintained by the Port.  In addition to the park itself, other Port recreation facilities in the 
immediate area include the Elliott Bay Fishing Terminal (Pier 86), the Smith Cove Park at 
Terminal 91, and the Terminal 91 Bike Path.  The City vacated that portion of Alaskan Way right-
of-way north of W. Thomas Street (and west of the BNSF railroad tracks) in 1969. 

SECTION 4(f)      

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 states that it is national policy that 
“special effort be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and 
recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.”  The implementation of the 
Act requires that the Secretary of Transportation “not approve any project that requires the use of 
publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area … of national, State or local significance 
… unless (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to using such land and (2) the program or 
project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation area, ...”   

Section 4(f) applies only to publicly owned public parks and recreational areas.  Both the City of 
Seattle and the Port of Seattle are public agencies. 

Publicly owned land is considered to be a park or recreation area when the land has been officially 
designated as such or when the Federal, State or local officials having jurisdiction over the land 
determine that one of its major purposes or functions is for park, recreation, or refuge purposes.  
Generally speaking, the determination is made by the agency “owning or administering the land.”  
The final decision on applicability of Section 4(f) to a particular parcel is made by the federal lead 
agency after consulting with the agency with jurisdiction concerning the kinds of activity or 
functions that take place on the land. 

According to FHWA guidance,ii which is also used by the FTA, if a bikeway is primarily for 
transportation and is an integral part of the local transportation system, the requirements of Section 
4(f) would not apply.  Section 4(f) would apply to bikeways (or portions thereof) designated or 
functioning primarily for recreation unless the official having jurisdiction determines it not to be 
significant for such purpose.”  For the Alaskan Way Viaduct and Seawall Replacement Project, the 
FHWA has made a determination that the existing bike trail on Alaskan Way is a Section 4(f) 
facility, even though it is within the overall Alaskan Way street right-of-way.  The bike path north 
of Broad Street is a basic continuation of this bike path. 

 Also according to the FHWA guidance, “Section 4(f) does not apply to either authorized or 
unauthorized temporary occupancy of highway right-of-way pending further project development.  
For authorized temporary occupancy of highway rights-of-way for recreation, it would be 
advisable to make clear in a limited occupancy permit with a reversionary clause that no right is 
created and the park or recreational activity is a temporary one pending completion of the highway 
project.”iii        

If it is determined that one or more segments of the alignments entail Section 4(f) properties, the 
FTA, as the lead federal agency on the streetcar project, would follow specific procedures in 
determining whether to allow use of the property.  These procedures are detailed in the endnote 
below.iv 

APPLICABILITY OF SECTION 4(f) TO STREETCAR EXTENSION 

Section from Bay Street to W. Thomas Street 

For the section from the current north terminal of the streetcar to W. Thomas Street, the enabling 
ordinance does mention the potential for the right-of-way to revert back to street use at a later time.  
There is no evidence that the right-of-way has been formally vacated or turned over to the Parks 
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Department for their exclusive and permanent use.  This may qualify for “temporary occupancy” 
exception discussed above. 

Concerning the bike path issue, the Elliott Bay Trail is shown on the official City’s bike map, 
which would seem to indicate that it is primarily for transportation and an integral part of the local 
transportation system.  It should also be noted that the Alaskan Way right-of-way is being used for 
more than just a bike path; it is also landscaped in a manner consistent with the landscaping of the 
park property adjacent to the right-of-way.  It is debatable whether the “bikeway” exception would 
apply, especially given the decision by FHWA on the waterfront trail adjacent to the Alaskan Way 
Viaduct.  In this instance, FHWA ruled that the bikeway was a recreational use under Section 4(f). 

Section from W. Thomas Street to Pier 91 

The bike path issue is the same as noted above. 

The street right-of-way issue does not apply, since the street has apparently been vacated by the 
City.   

The Port, while not typically viewed as a park operator, has shown the overall right-of-way as a 
park and recreational facility, complete with benches, picnic tables, etc.  It would be difficult to 
construct a persuasive argument that Section 4(f) does not apply to this section.  

 

 

 

 

                                                      

ENDNOTES: 
i Ordinance 102864, adopted in December 1973, authorized the creation of Elliott Bay Park to be 
located at Alaskan Way West between Bay Street and W. Thomas Street.   
ii Section 4(f) Policy Paper, USDOT, Federal Highway Administration, October 5, 1987, p.17. 
iii Section 4(f) Policy Paper, op.cit., p. 19. 
iv Per FTA guidance, the compliance process for projects that may have an effect on Section 4(f) 
lands typically has three steps:   
(a) Determining Significance. For a property to be deemed significant, it must play an important 
role in meeting the objectives of a community in terms of the availability and functions of 
recreation, park or wildlife and waterfowl refuge areas. Significance is determined through 
consultation with the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the property. Once a 
property’s significance has been determined, Section 4(f) prohibits both the actual acquisition of 
land from the protected property and constructive use of the property – where a project’s proximity 
to the Section 4(f) resource substantially impairs the normal use of the land.   
(b) Developing Alternatives. Parklands are to be protected unless unusual factors or unique 
problems are present, or the cost, environmental impacts, or community disruption resulting from 
proposed alternatives are particularly large. In evaluating an alternative, one must consider whether 
the alternative uses Section 4(f) property, whether it is prudent and feasible, and to what extent it 
harms the resource. If several alternatives include the use of land from a Section 4(f) resource, the 
alternative which is prudent and feasible and that has the least overall impact on the resource, 
including mitigation measures, must be selected.   
(c)  Section 4(f) Evaluation. Whenever Section 4(f) property is used for a project, documentation 
must be prepared that demonstrates that there are unique problems or unusual factors involved in 
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the use of non-Section 4(f) alternatives, or that the costs and social, economic, and environmental 
impacts, or community disruption resulting from the alternatives are particularly large. The 
evaluation must contain the following information, developed by the applicant in cooperation with 
FTA:  

• A description of the proposed action.  
• A description of the resource.  
• The impacts of each alternative on the resource.  
• Alternatives to avoid using the resource.  
• Measures to minimize harm.  
• Coordination with the agency having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) property. 

 
 


