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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Following completion of the Level 1 Screening of solution concepts, the Level 2 Evaluation of Alternatives, and 
consultation with the community in four public open house meetings, the Advisory Task Force presents the 
recommendations below for consideration.  Recommendations for immediate, near-term, and longer-term actions 
are presented to mitigate as soon as possible the hazards that at-grade rail crossings present to safety, and to 
provide more comprehensive grade separation solutions when the substantial resources for a larger project can 
be secured. 

Immediate Recommendations 

Several enhancements are recommended for implementation independent of the specific alternatives identified in 
the Edmonds Waterfront Access Study.  While these enhancements are supportive of some elements of the 
Waterfront Access Study objectives, they are more appropriately advanced directly by the City or collaboratively 
with different groups of stakeholders.  Recommended near-term actions include: 

 Construct crosswalk improvements at the Main Street at-grade railroad crossing to improve pedestrian safety 
and comfort (Level 1 Screening concept On-site 4).  Recommend this be implemented directly by the City 
and coordinated with BNSF and Washington State Ferries. 

 Construct crosswalk improvements at the Dayton Street at-grade railroad crossing to improve pedestrian 
safety and comfort (Level 1 Screening concept On-site 5).  Recommend this be implemented directly by the 
City with support from the Port of Edmonds and coordinated with BNSF. 

 Implement emergency notifications between the 911 dispatch center and BNSF operations when an 
emergency is reported on the west side of the railroad tracks to notify trains to halt outside of downtown 
Edmonds so that police and fire can respond without delay by passing trains (Level 1 Screening concept 
Operational 4).  Recommend this be implemented through coordination between the City, Fire District 1, and 
BNSF.  

 Create and implement a Waterfront Emergency Evacuation Plan with measures that respond to a broad 
range of potential emergencies (Level 1 Screening concepts On-site 1, On-site 3, and On-site 7).  
Recommend this be developed and implemented by an appropriate group that would include City 
departments, Fire District 1, Swedish Hospital, Port of Edmonds, and Washington State Ferries, among 
others. 
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Near-Term Recommendations 

Until a long-term solution can be implemented, rail traffic is expected to grow substantially along with increased 
volumes of ferry traffic and growth in all modes of local traffic.  Conflicts will grow, and delays will increase, 
impacting response times for police, fire and EMS units to emergencies west of the railroad tracks.  Several 
measures are recommended to mitigate the effects of such conflicts. 

Emergency Vehicle Access to the Waterfront – Edmonds Street Emergency Access Overpass.  The proximity 
of this access route to the police and fire stations provides immediate access to respond to waterfront 
emergencies.  This ramp also provides a full-time pedestrian and bicycle connection from Sunset Avenue to 
Brackett’s Landing Park and the waterfront trail system, enhancing the walkability of the waterfront.  During 
emergency shutdowns of the at-grade rail crossings, vehicles can be offloaded from ferries with proper traffic 
control.  The Edmonds Street location is recommended over other similar emergency vehicle access alternatives 
for reasons of cost, anticipated use, and superior access for emergency response.  Implementing this project will 
eliminate the need for an emergency vehicle access ramp from a future grade-separated, vehicle ferry access 
project, such as the Edmonds Crossing project referred to below. 

Intermodal connectivity – With increases in train traffic, and with eventual construction of the anticipated 2nd 
railroad track, there will be a growing need for safe pedestrian access to both sides of the railroad tracks.  Of the 
several alternatives considered, the Midblock Pedestrian Overpass location would appear to best serve 
commuters, who would be the primary users.  This overpass is collocated with rail, bus and ferry access points.  
Among the pedestrian overpass alternatives considered, the Midblock Pedestrian Overpass is most consistent 
with positive urban design objectives as it presents the least impact to established viewsheds, and its construction 
presents minimal environmental concerns due to its scale and setting.  These features support the permittability of 
this alternative, which is favored when assessing the ability to implement this project near-term.  

Longer-Term Recommendation 

Ultimately, grade separation for vehicles accessing ferries is necessary to resolve the growing conflicts between 
two major traffic movements through the downtown waterfront – rail traffic and vehicles loading and offloading the 
ferries.  The combined effects of these growing pulses of traffic increasingly interrupt local traffic moving between 
residential and business centers in downtown and along the waterfront. 

Based on currently foreseeable transportation funding conditions in the State, the timeframe for implementing 
grade separation of vehicle ferry access may be up to 20 years or longer.  Washington State Ferries will 
appropriately take the lead in establishing the long-term direction of ferry operations, and WSF will soon initiate 
their Long Term Plan for the ferry system as a whole, including the Edmonds Terminal.  The analysis and 
identification of alternatives within the Edmonds Waterfront Access study will inform WSF’s planning efforts.  In 

particular, the Task Force’s review of several alternatives providing grade-separated vehicle ferry access 
concluded that the Edmonds Crossing project would be the superior option. 

The Task Force recommends that the City continue its current policy supporting the eventual implementation of 
the Edmonds Crossing project, relocating ferry operations to a new terminal to be located at the Unocal property.  
Moreover, if ferry operations are relocated to the south end of the waterfront, in a configuration similar to the 
Edmonds Crossing project, it is recommended that the project also incorporate a means of emergency vehicle 
access to the south end of the waterfront. The Task Force recognized significant community benefit to an 
underpass along the Main Street alignment, but the projected comparative costs and long construction schedule 
make that option less desirable. 
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 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the Edmonds Waterfront Access Study is to identify near-term and long-term solutions for the at-
grade crossings at Main and Dayton Streets in order to provide safe, reliable and efficient access for vehicular 
traffic (including freight), transit, emergency vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists between downtown Edmonds 
and the waterfront, including regional transportation links. Refer to Figure 1-1.  The project is intended to: 

 Provide for continuous emergency response access 
 Reduce delays and conflicts for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists at the Dayton Street and Main Street 

railroad crossings 
 Provide safe and efficient intermodal passenger connectivity between ferry, commuter rail, bus transit, 

pedestrian, bicycle and motor vehicle modes of travel. 

Figure 1-1. At-grade Rail Crossing Locations 

 

In 2014, the Main Street and Dayton Street railroad crossings averaged 36 daily train crossings from Sounder 
Commuter, Amtrak, and freight (BNSF Railway [BNSF]) trains. Train traffic will increase in the future as all three 
users of the BNSF tracks plan additional trains.  
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Due to the proximity of the two at-grade crossings, both through and stopping trains simultaneously block both 
Main Street and Dayton Street. The average daily traffic (ADT) at each crossing is approximately 6,000 vehicles.  
The Main Street crossing is approximately 150 feet east of the Edmonds Washington State Department of 
Transportation (WSDOT) Ferry Terminal and currently serves as the on/off loading access for the ferries. 

As the rail traffic increases, the number and duration of railroad crossing gate closures across Main Street and 
Dayton Street will grow, further isolating the waterfront from downtown Edmonds, emergency services, transit 
connections, and interrupting vehicle on/off loading operations at the ferry terminal. 

1.1.1 Emergency Services Access 

Train passage with gate closures across Main Street and Dayton Street prevents timely delivery of emergency 
services to the west side of the BNSF railroad tracks. On the west side of the tracks, there are an active Senior 
Center, a marina with storage for 894 boats, a nationally significant salt-water dive park, three separate waterfront 
parks, several office buildings, two four- to five- story condominium buildings, several single-family homes, a 
popular dog park and pet exercise area, three restaurants, and the State Ferry Terminal. All of these are frequent 
users of paramedic, fire, and police services. The marina also is home to the Fire District 1 emergency response 
boat. 

Fire and emergency calls to addresses west of the BNSF tracks during the period July 1, 2010 to December 8, 
2015 numbered 277. Of those calls, 121 resulted in basic life support services and 72 in advanced life support 
services. There were 14 fires and eight recorded water-related rescues. Response times ranged from 2 minutes 2 
seconds to just over thirty minutes.  Beyond the 277 calls recorded in the Fire District 1 database, additional calls 
were responded to by the District accessing their marine rescue boat stationed at the Port of Edmonds marina; 
the number of such calls average 40-50 per year. 

Delayed emergency responses of several minutes are not uncommon, and are attributable to multiple factors.  On 
one documented occasion, heavy train traffic prevented an emergency vehicle carrying a critical patient to the 
hospital from getting off the arriving ferry. The risk of delayed emergency responses will increase in frequency 
and duration with increased train traffic. 

1.1.2 At Grade Crossing Issues  

At-grade railroad crossings in the middle of a vibrant community present safety concerns as vehicles or 
pedestrians try to cross the track in advance of a gate closing for an oncoming train. They also act as a barrier 
within the community, in this case, separating the waterfront and downtown Edmonds; and impact local traffic 
operations when trains are moving through the area.   

Trains travel at high speeds, and due to the total weight of the trainset, they require an extended distance to come 
to a complete stop. This makes it nearly impossible for a train to stop in the event of a stalled vehicle at an 
intersection. In particular at Main Street, southbound trains enter a horizontal curve prior to the intersection, 
thereby further limiting the stopping sight distance. In the event of a collision on the tracks, the cost is high, and 
injuries are often fatal. These inherent risks associated with at-grade crossing make them dangerous in a small 
town where space and sight distance is limited.  

1.1.3 Disconnection to Downtown 

Train traffic and ferry loading and unloading interrupts access to local businesses.  Pedestrian movement 
between the recreational opportunities on the Puget Sound waterfront and downtown is disrupted. Downtown 
Edmonds is cut off from the waterfront by the heavy volume of ferry and train traffic. A need to better integrate the 
downtown core with the waterfront, improve shoreline pedestrian access and traffic circulation, and encourage 
mixed-use development are apparent. The current train and ferry traffic make it difficult to move between the two 
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areas, minimizing the value of the shoreline as a public resource and amenity, and adversely affecting the 
potential for redevelopment. 

1.1.4 Traffic Operations 

Traffic at both the Main Street and Dayton Street intersections with SR-104 operate in free flow conditions 
according to the Edmonds Comprehensive Transportation Plan. The traffic operations issue is related to traffic 
interruptions when a train is crossing the intersections of Main and/or Dayton Streets. The 1998 design report for 
the Edmonds Ferry Terminal showed that an intermodal train would block an intersection for 3.5 minutes, a freight 
train for 3.0 minutes, and a passenger train for 1.5 minutes. (WSDOT, Final Report, Edmonds Ferry Terminal 
Vehicle/Rail Traffic Conflict Study, 1998) When that report was undertaken, the frequency of train crossings 
averaged one every 42 minutes.  Train volumes have increased since then (both freight and passenger), as have 
the length of some freight/intermodal trains. 

Recently, Washington State Ferries has begun tracking ferry delays due specifically to train operations. In the 
thirty-day period from November 15 through December 12, 2015, there were ten delays attributed to railroad 
crossing issues. Two of those were caused by problems with the railroad crossing gate (two ferries left with only 
walk-on passengers; several other cross-sound trips were cancelled), while the others were due to one or two 
trains crossing Main Street. Delays to ferry operations ranged from 3 to 15 minutes. Overall, the on-time 
performance (within ten minutes of schedule) of the Edmonds-Kingston route is 98% in 2015.    

During the period 2010-2015, police responded to 33 collisions on or adjacent to Main Street west of 2nd Avenue, 
and 56 collisions on or adjacent to Dayton Street west of 2nd Avenue. During this same period, the Washington 
State Patrol responded to 47 accidents on SR-104 in the immediate vicinity of the ferry terminal (Main Street to 
Dayton Street).   

1.1.5 Livability and Economic Development 

Each train sounds its horn at a FRA regulated 110 decibels eight times at a distance of ¼ mile as it passes by the 
waterfront and downtown. Between residents, ferry riders, beach visitors, trail walkers, and others in close 
proximity to the tracks the horn sounding can be disruptive to their enjoyment or use of the Edmonds waterfront. 
This required sounding of the horn also limits desirability of future development at the Salish Crossing and Harbor 
Square properties which are significant keys to Edmonds’ economic future. A wayside warning system that would 

reduce these sound levels, has been approved and should be in place by the end of 2016. 

1.1.6 Pedestrian, ADA, and Bicycle Access 

The at-grade railroad is a barrier to pedestrians’ and bicyclists’ easy enjoyment of the waterfront, the parks and 

recreation available along the waterfront and, conversely, to the Edmonds downtown. Integrate the downtown 
core with recreation and commercial activities along the waterfront to improve shoreline pedestrian access and 
traffic circulation. Persons using walkers or wheelchairs often require longer crossing times, which can become a 
higher risk decision when railroad tracks are involved.  The senior center, located west of the tracks, is a popular 
destination for seniors in the Edmonds area, and is likely to attract a higher percentage of mobility-challenged 
pedestrians. 

1.1.7 Freight Mobility 

An efficient freight transportation system helps to maintain the Puget Sound regions’ quality of life, ensures 

businesses can deliver products and services to market, and makes the most of the region’s strategic position as 
a critical gateway for international trade. At the Edmonds’ waterfront, freight moves by rail, truck and ferry.  The 

Edmonds-Kingston ferry route has the highest cross-sound freight traffic volume in the Washington State Ferry 
System. Reliable and safe movement of freight via all travel modes should be maintained. 
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In October 2015, the Edmonds City Council authorized Tetra Tech, Inc. to prepare this Edmonds Waterfront 
Analysis identifying solutions to the problems with access across the railroad tracks to the city’s waterfront. 

1.2 STUDY PROCESS 

The study process for the Edmonds Waterfront Analysis was structured about five phases, as summarized in 
Figure 1-2.   The issues surrounding waterfront access across the railroad tracks are not new, and they have 
been examined in planning efforts over the past 25 years. 

The first phase of the work defined and characterized the problems posed by the at-grade crossings, researched 
available records, documented existing conditions, and defined the purpose and need for the project. 

The second phase of this study process emphasized the identification and consideration of the full range of 
potential solutions through: 

 review of prior analyses 
 consultation with transportation stakeholders, including: Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad (BNSF), 

Washington State Ferries, Washington State Department of Transportation, Sound Transit, Community 
Transit, Port of Edmonds, and City of Edmonds 

 outreach to the community 

A total of 51 concepts, including a number of variants, were identified for consideration. 

In the third phase of the project, the Level 1 Screening, the identified solutions were defined to a conceptual level 
and evaluated against qualitative criteria to assess their feasibility and their potential effectiveness in addressing 
the project purpose and need. 

The most highly rated solution concepts were configured into formal alternatives in the fourth phase of the study, 
the Level 2 Evaluation.  These alternatives were more fully developed to define their approximate footprints and 
geometries, examine their effectiveness and impacts, and estimate the cost to implement them.  The alternatives 
were then assessed and compared using a more extensive and more quantified set of criteria in the Level 2 
Evaluation. 

The fifth phase consisted of the development of recommended actions drawn from the outcomes of the Level 2 
Evaluation, and preparation of this study report. 
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Figure 1-2. Summary of Study Phases 

 

1.2.1 Advisory Task Force 

In August 2015, the City of Edmonds formed the Mayor’s Edmonds Waterfront Advisory Task Force on At-grade 
Rail Crossing Alternatives to guide the development of solutions and selection of a preferred alternative.  The 
Task Force comprises representation of Edmonds residents and businesses, and owners and operators of 
transportation infrastructure along the Edmonds waterfront, including: 

Mike Nelson, Edmonds City Council (Co-chair) 

Jim Orvis, Port of Edmonds Commissioner (Co-chair) 

Cadence Clyborne, Edmonds resident and business district representative  

Kirk Greiner, Edmonds resident 

Phil Lovell, Edmonds resident  

Joy Munkers, Community Transit 

Rick Wagner, Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad 

Lorena Eng, Washington State Department of Transportation 

Lynne Griffith/Nicole McIntosh, Washington State Ferries Division 

Jodi Mitchell, Sound Transit 
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The Task Force conducted meetings twice monthly from September 2, 2015 through October 12, 2016 to review the 
work of the study team, conduct workshops to evaluate concepts and alternatives, and to develop the 
recommendations in this report.  Agency representatives facilitated informational meetings with their staff to provide 
input to the analyses and technical review.  Task force members also participated in four public meetings conducted 
throughout this study process to engage directly with the community, to explain the Advisory Task Force’s role in the 

work, and to respond to questions related to their agency’s operations along the Edmonds Waterfront. 

1.2.2 Public Engagement 

The community has been engaged in the Edmonds Waterfront Access Study throughout the process.  Outreach 
to the community has been multifaceted and designed to reach across the entire City: 

Open House Meetings were conducted at four key junctures in the study process (refer to Figure 1-2).  These 
meetings were announced via newspapers, television, multiple social media platforms, email lists, on the City’s 

website, and posters displayed in public spaces and private businesses across Edmonds.  The first open house 
meeting was also announced through a post card mailed to every address in the City.  Announcements were 
published with language translations in Spanish and Korean.  The four open houses were conducted: 

November 18, 2015 – The study was introduced to the community, and initial input was gathered on 
defining the scope of problems with waterfront access, possible solutions, and appropriate criteria for 
evaluating alternatives. 

January 27, 2016 - Feedback was solicited on the initial list of solution concepts and on the draft criteria 
for use in the Level 1 Screening. 

May 12, 2016 – The results of the Level 1 Screening were presented, along with the Level 2 alternatives 
under development; feedback was solicited on the alternatives input was sought for criteria to be used in 
the Level 2 Evaluation.  

September 14, 2016 – Discussed the results of the Level 2 Evaluation process and the alternatives being 
considered for implementation, and the recommendation process was explained.  In advance of this 
meeting, an informational booth was staffed at the Edmonds Saturday Market on September 3. 

On-line Open Houses (OOH) were launched to accompany each of the four open house meetings to provide 
additional opportunity to participate in the process.  The OOHs presented the same materials available at the live 
meetings with capability to comment on each element of the display. OOHs were launched before the meetings 
and were maintained for 2 or 3 weeks following to allow community members to review and comment on the 
materials at their convenience, while offering timely input to the study process. Table 1-1 summarizes the level of 
participation at the public meetings and accompanying on-line open houses. 

Table 1-1. Open House Meeting Participation 

Public Meeting Date November 18th January 27th May 12th September 14th 

Public Meeting 
Attendees (signed in) 

116 83 

38 newcomers 

58 

28 newcomers 

49 

11 newcomers 

On-line Open House 
Visits 

326 visits 

259 unique visitors 

175 visits 

131 unique visitors 

268 visits 

191 unique visitors 

40 visits 

30 unique visitors 

Comment Submittals 1 54 33 20 17 

Note 1: Counts are limited to written comments received through handwritten forms and letters, email, and on-
line.  Does not include comments verbally received or noted on displays at meetings. 
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Continuous On-line Presence was maintained on the homepage of the City’s website, where the public could 

access materials from prior meetings and Advisory Task Force meeting notes.  Periodic postings through social 
media sites Facebook and twitter were used to maintain a profile for the study. 

Press Releases were utilized to announce meetings and draw general media coverage by television, radio, and 
newspapers. 

City Council Briefings were conducted periodically throughout the study process: February 9, 2016; June 7, 
2016, and November 7, 2016.  Regular activity reports were provided by co-chair Mike Nelson at Council 
meetings. 

Other Public Presentations were made to the Port of Edmonds Commissioners and a local service group. 
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 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

An existing conditions analysis was completed in support of this study. The detailed documentation is provides in 
Appendix B to this report. This section summarizes the key findings of the affected environment analysis, as well 
as discussions and consultations with affected agencies including Fire District #1, Sound Transit, Community 
Transit, Washington State Ferries, the City of Edmonds, the Port of Edmonds, and the BNSF railway. 

In support of future environmental review of any recommendations that come out of this study, the affected 
environment related to the major environmental disciplines common in environmental review were documented. In 
reviewing the existing conditions, the ones that initially appear to be key in the evaluation of alternatives are: 

 Cultural and Historic Resources – potential to contain archaeological sites related to precontact and 
historic occupations and activities; 

 Fish, Wildlife, and Vegetation – critical habitats along the shoreline and in and adjacent to the marsh; 
 Hazardous Materials – a number of on-going cleanup sites within the project area; 
 Public Services and Utilities – hindering of timely emergency services due to railroad crossing closures;  
 Transportation – traffic operations affecting arriving and departing ferries; delays due to railroad crossing 

closures; and 
 Visual Resources – elevated structures may interfere with existing views of Puget Sound, Olympics, and 

Kitsap Peninsula. 

A further summary of these topics follow, as well as air quality, geology and soils, land use, noise, parks and 
recreation, social and economic, and water quality. 

2.1 AIR QUALITY 

Air quality in the Edmonds area is within federal standards. Particulate matter has been declining over the past 
decade, with fine particulate matter (PM2.5) at 6.2 micrograms per cubic meter of air (ug/m3), compared to the 
new federal standard of 15.5 ug/m3. Carbon monoxide (CO) levels have been well below the federal standards 
since 1998.  

The City of Edmonds has developed specific measures to address greenhouse gas emissions, including 
switching to biodiesel in may City-owned vehicles, retrofitting plumbing in City-owned buildings for efficiency, 
supporting rapid transit initiatives, installing energy-efficient LED lights in traffic signals, and offering public 
education on solid waste reduction and recycling. 

2.2 CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Background environmental, ethnographic, and archaeological information indicates that the Edmonds Waterfront 
has the potential to contain archaeological sites related to precontact and historic occupations and activities. 
Access to fresh water, salt water fishing, and varied shoreline, wetland, and upland forest resources would have 
provided many useful resources for native people. The area would have been easily reached by canoe from areas 
along the mainland coast and from the Kitsap Peninsula. 

Previous archaeological investigations have been concentrated in the area of Edmonds Commuter Rail Station 
and the south end of the waterfront in vicinity of the UNOCAL property. A shell midden site was found in exposed 
soil at the Deer Creek Fish Hatchery along Shellabarger Creek southwest of Edmonds Marsh. Archeological 
testing conducted for the Commuter Rail Station found historic resources from about 60-155 cm below surface 
south of Main Street near the railroad line. 

The potential for precontact archaeological resources in the project area is greatest on the margins of the former 
creek, wetland, and along the shoreline. Although previously identified in the earliest archaeological surveys as 
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containing areas of low archaeological potential, the area along the railroad and commuter rail station have 
demonstrated presence of buried historic archaeological remains. The lack of archaeological investigations within 
the undeveloped marsh area does not provide a positive source of data, but this area is anticipated to also have a 
higher probability for precontact archaeological remains. Further archaeological inventory of the range of 
alternatives is recommended in order to investigate the presence or absence of archaeological materials within 
the areas to be potentially affected by the proposed project. 

The Edmonds Waterfront project area lies on the boundary between WDFW Salmon Management Areas (SMA) 9 
and 10. The 1974 Boldt Decision upheld the right of Washington tribes to fish in their “usual and accustomed 

places.” Tribes with usual-and-accustomed fishing rights in this SMA include: the Lummi Nation, Lower Elwha 
Klallam, Port Gamble S’Klallam, Jamestown S’Klallam, the Swinomish, Skokomish, and Tulalip. These retained 
rights indicate a long-term relationship with the area that may include other significant traditional use areas 
(CH2M Hill 2003:32-102). During discussions for the Edmonds Crossing project in 1996, Bard and McClintock 
reported that the Suquamish and other tribes expressed concern with project construction and archaeological 
investigations in the Edmonds area. In other proceedings in the Puget Sound region, the tribes have voiced 
concerns over activities on the Puget Sound shorelines that might lead to environmental changes that affect 
traditional areas. 

Two historic building surveys have been conducted that encompass the project area, in 1996 and 2004 (Cox and 
Bard 1996; BOLA 2004). The resulting previously recorded NRHP-eligible historic buildings are located north of 
Main Street in downtown Edmonds. Further NRHP-eligible resources are unlikely to be identified within the project 
area, but additional analysis of the alternatives will be required to ascertain whether those known resources will 
be potentially affected by the project, or if reevaluation of the project area will be required to investigate whether 
additional historic building resources are present or may be affected. 

2.3 FISH, WILDLIFE, AND VEGETATION 

Critical habitats within the City of Edmonds include those for Chinook salmon, bull trout, and killer whale. Bull trout 
habitat use along the Edmonds shoreline would be during periods of adult foraging and migration. Bull trout 
display wide-ranging foraging habits and are known to consume juvenile salmon (including Chinook) that inhabit 
shallow nearshore areas. 

Critical habitat for Chinook salmon is the marine nearshore; they are not known to use the small creeks in the 
project area. During juvenile foraging and juvenile and adult migration, the shoreline habitat would be used by 
Chinooks. In particular, the eelgrass beds provide high quality foraging habitat for juvenile Chinook salmon. 

The threatened Puget Sound resident killer whale (Orcinus orca) is not a common visitor to central Puget Sound. 
Since Edmond’s shoreline jurisdiction extends far offshore, killer whales could well transit through the area. 

Shoreline development, ferry and boat traffic, and lack of salmon-bearing streams in the immediate project area 
would not attract whales to the nearshore (Edmonds 2007). 

Migratory birds that fall within the requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and that may migrate through the 
greater Edmonds area include: Black Swift, Caspian Tern, Fox Sparrow, Marbled Godwit, Olive-sided Flycatcher, 
Peregrine Falcon, Purple Finch, Rufous Hummingbird, Short-eared Owl, Western Grebe, and Willow Flycatcher. 

There are no designated wildlife refuges in the project area. There is one wetland in the project area, the 23-acre 
Edmonds Marsh. It is a Category 1 (highest quality) wetland, also classified as a Wildlife Habitat and Natural 
Resource Sanctuary. The Marsh was once much larger prior to development on all four sides. Flows from the 
wetland into Puget Sound occur via pipes, ditches, and a 48-inch pipe, and a tide gate under Admiral Way. The 
tidal gate is normally kept closed from October through March. The pipe extends 1,275 feet into the lower 
intertidal beach south of the Edmonds Marina. The marsh is tidally influenced during spring and summer. The 
Edmonds Marsh is fed by Willow and Shellabarger Creeks, and runoff from approximately 900 acres of 
surrounding properties (Edmonds 2007). Willow Creek and Shellabarger Creek contain potential or actual fish 
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habitat and meet the criteria for Type F waters (streams which contain fish habitat) pursuant to WAC 222-16-030. 
(ECDC 23.90.010). 

Over 225 bird species have been known to use the marsh. The great blue heron, a Washington State monitored 
species, nests near the marsh (WDFW 2006a). Birds with priority habitats that occur within the City include bald 
eagle, purple martin, and great blue heron. The bald eagle is listed as a federal and state threatened species. 

In the wetland riparian, and estuarine habitats along the Edmonds Shoreline, priority habitats for shellfish 
salmonids, eagle, great blue heron, California sea lion and harbor seals have been identified by WDFW/ Special 
status species that may occur nearshore include peregrine falcon, pileated woodpecker, Vaux’s swift, merlin, 

purple martin, great blue heron, green heron, western big-eared bat, Keen’s myotis bat, long-eared bat, and 
longlegged bat (WDFW 2006a). 

The Edmonds Underwater Park was identified as a priority haulout area for harbor seals and California sea lions 
by WDFW in 2006. The floats installed for divers were taken over by sea lions, making the floats unusable by 
divers. The floats have subsequently been removed. Harbor seals are known to use adjacent beaches (Lider 
2006 personal communication). Brackett's Landing Shoreline Sanctuary Conservation Area is defined in WAC 
220-16-720 as those bed lands and tidelands owned by the City of Edmonds at Brackett's Landing Shoreline 
Sanctuary, and the water column above these bed lands and tidelands including all of the area known as 
Edmonds Underwater Park. 

2.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Soil maps prepared by the U.S. Department of Agriculture – Soil Conservation Service show that most of the 
project area is designated Urban Land, constituting fill material or developed land. There are no documented 
landslide hazard areas within the project area (Edmonds 2007).  The project area is in Seismic Zone 3 (Uniform 
Building Code, 1997), meaning an area of high seismic risk.   Seismic activity in the Puget Sound area is a result 
of collisions between the Juan de Fuca plate and the North American plate. No known active faults are mapped in 
the immediate project area (CH2M HILL 2003). 

Shoreline slope stability refers to the relative stability of coastal slopes based on mapping completed by Ecology 
in the early to mid-1970s. Shoreline slopes in the project area are mapped as modified and stable (Edmonds 
2007). There are no mapped hillside erosion hazard areas in the project area. Streams within Edmonds, however, 
are mapped with “extensive erosion hazard areas along their banks.” Vegetation along the stream banks prevent 

soil compaction and erosion, limiting turbidity and sedimentation in waters that harbor fish and aquatic 
invertebrates (Edmonds 2007). 
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Figure 2-1. Geologic Hazards and Fault Zones 
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Figure 2-2. Soil Density 

 

 



Edmonds Waterfront Access Study  October 2016 DRAFT 

 13  

2.5 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Fourteen sites in the general study area are included in the Washington State Department of Ecology’s database 

of facilities with past or current remediation efforts. Those with on-going cleanup activities include: 

 Edmonds Dry Storage, 400 Admiral Way 
 Edmond Port Fur Breeders Building, 335 Admiral Way 
 Edmonds Port UST, 458 Admiral Way 
 Edmonds Port W Dayton Site, 120-190 W Dayton Street 
 Mar Vel Marble LLC, 202 Main Street 
 Unocal Edmonds Bulk Fuel Terminal, 11720 Unoco Road 

The largest hazardous waste facility in the Edmonds area is the Unocal site. Although the site is outside the city of 
Edmonds and its Shoreline Master Program (SMP) boundaries, the facility partially drains into Edmonds and 
adjacent SMP areas. According to Ecology, most of the Site is now clean. Ecology certified the Upper Yard was 
suitable for residential use in 2003 and Point Edwards Condominiums were subsequently constructed. Additional 
Interim Actions will begin in 2016 to clean up two remaining areas of contamination. One is the stormwater 
detention Basin 2 Area and other is the vicinity of a Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) 
storm drain crossing the site (Ecology 2016). 
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Figure 2-3. Approximate Extents of Contamination 
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2.6 LAND USE 

The project area is comprised of land uses on both sides of the BNSF track(s). To the west of the railroad, land 
uses include parks, the ferry terminal, multi-family residential, commercial, restaurants, and the marina. Zoning 
code designations include Public Use (P) and Commercial Waterfront (CW). The Edmonds Comprehensive Plan 
designations for this area include Parks/Open Space, Shoreline Commercial, and Master Plan Development. East 
of the railroad tracks is a mix of open space, residential, and commercial uses. Zoning includes Master Plan 1 and 
2, General Commercial, Community Business, Downtown Mixed Commercial and Office-Residential. The 
Comprehensive Plan designations include Downtown Mixed Commercial, Downtown Master Plan, Parks/Open 
Space, and Master Plan Development. Maps showing these zones are included in Appendix B. 

The Edmonds City Council, in November 2014, passed a resolution stating its intent to adopt an update of the 
City’s Shoreline Master Program (Edmonds, 2014). The Update is now undergoing review by the State 

Department of Ecology prior to final adoption by the City. In the Marine Shoreline South area, which constitutes 
the shoreline adjacent to the project area, the shoreline designations include Aquatic I (general Puget Sound), 
Aquatic II (ferry route and marina access), Conservancy (parks), Urban Mixed Use I (developments north of the 
marina and south the Brackett’s Landing South), Urban Mixed Use II (marina area), Urban Mixed Use IV 

(developments adjacent to Edmonds Marsh), Urban Railroad (BNSF right-of-way), and Natural (Edmonds Marsh). 

The ferry holding lanes and the BNSF tracks serve as barriers between the downtown business community and 
the waterfront uses. Main Street, just to the north of the holding lanes, provides the main pedestrian conduit 
between downtown and the waterfront, though frequent trains, many quite lengthy, cut off access for several 
minutes at a time. The draw of the waterfront parks, the ferry terminal, the senior center, and the marina and 
associated businesses remain strong, however, in spite of the periodic disruption of access.    

2.7 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

The City of Edmonds operates and maintains the water distribution system in the project area. The City also 
operates and maintains a wastewater treatment plant on the corner of SR 104 and Dayton Street. Two 
wastewater outfalls enter Puget Sound north of the marina’s breakwater and extend 1,200 feet into the sound. 
Sound Disposal provides solid waste and recycling pickup along the Edmonds waterfront and in downtown 
Edmonds. Republic Services provides services in the former Unocal site south of Edmonds marsh. 

The Snohomish County Fire District No. 1 provides fire and emergency services to the City of Edmonds under a 
twenty-year interlocal agreement signed in 2010. The nearest fire station to the project area is Fire Station 17 
located at 275 Sixth Avenue North.  

Train passage with gate closures across Main Street and Dayton Street prevents timely delivery of emergency 
services to the west side of the BNSF railroad tracks. On the west side of the tracks, there are an active Senior 
Center, a marina, a nationally significant salt-water dive park, three separate waterfront parks, several office 
buildings, two four- to five- story condominium buildings, several single-family homes, a popular dog park and pet 
exercise area, three restaurants, and the State Ferry Terminal. The marina also is home to the Fire District 1 
emergency response boat. All of these are frequent users of paramedic, fire, and police services. 

Delayed emergency responses of several minutes are not uncommon, and delays are projected to increase in 
frequency and duration with increased train traffic.  On at least one occasion, heavy train traffic prevented an 
emergency vehicle carrying a critical patient to the hospital from getting off the arriving ferry.  In April 2016, a 
pedestrian-train accident closed the Main Street and Dayton Street crossings for several hours, during which two 
unrelated emergency calls were received from the waterfront area, necessitating responders crossing through the 
stopped train on foot to treat and evacuate individuals needing care. 

Fire and emergency calls to locations west of the BNSF tracks during the period July 1, 2010 to December 8, 
2015 numbered 277. Of those calls, 121 resulted in basic life support services and 72 in advanced life support 
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services. There were 14 fires and eight water-related rescues. Response times ranged from 2 minutes and 2 
seconds to just over thirty minutes; Figure 2-4 shows the distribution of response times for the 277 calls.   In 
addition to the call records, Fire District 1 estimates they receive between 40 and 50 call-outs annually for their 
emergency response boat moored in the marina. 

Figure 2-4. Emergency response time across railroad tracks 

 

Police services are provided by the Edmonds Police Department, located at 250 5th Avenue North. During the 
period 2010-2015, police responded to 33 collisions on or adjacent to Main Street west of 2nd Avenue, and 56 
collisions on or adjacent to Dayton Street west of 2nd Avenue. During this same period, the Washington State 
Patrol responded to 47 accidents on SR-104 in the immediate vicinity of the ferry terminal (Main Street to Dayton 
Street).   

2.8 NOISE 

According to monitoring done as part of the Edmonds Crossing project, existing ambient noise levels (vehicular 
traffic and other background noise sources, except trains) at various locations west of the railroad tracks ranged 
from 43 dBA-Leq (dBA are decibels on an A-weighted scale that approximate the response of the human ear; Leq 
levels are hourly equivalent sound pressure levels) to 59 dBA-Leq, compared to the FHWA peak-hour impact 
criterion of 67 dBA-Leq. The locations with the loudest sound levels were Brackett Park South (59 dBA); and the 
residences just north of Dayton Avenue west of Railroad Avenue (57 dBA).  

Measurements of ferry noise were also made as part of the Edmonds Crossing analysis. Maximum noise levels of 
ferry operations at the Edmonds terminal ranged from 55 to 65 dBA at 100 feet. Typical noise levels during 
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launching and docking was 60 dBA. The ferry horn is sounded during ferry arrivals and departures per maritime 
safely rules and, thus, their noise levels were not quantified (CH2M HILL 2003).  

Noise levels of passing trains were measured at 87 dBA at 100 feet from the tracks. The typical noise level of the 
train horn, which is sounded as a train approached a grade crossing, is 95 to 100 dBA at 100 feet (CH2M HILL 
2003). The use of the horn is required for safe operations, though alternatives such as wayside horns can be 
used and are proposed for Edmonds.    

2.9 PARKS AND RECREATION 

There are seven parks within or adjacent to the project area operated and maintained by the City of Edmonds. 

 • Marina Beach Park, 470 Admiral Way 
 • Olympic Beach, 200 Admiral Way 
 • Brackett’s Landing South, 100 Railroad Avenue S.  
 • Brackett’s Landing North, Main St/Railroad Avenue.  
 • Sunset Avenue, at Sunset Avenue N   
 • Richard F. Anway Park, 131 Sunset 
 • Edmonds Marsh, 180 W. Dayton Street 

The Edmonds Marina, located between Marina Beach Park and Olympic Beach Park, includes 662 wet moorage 
slips and 232 dry storage spaces. Guest moorage is provided for overnight and short-term stays. The Edmonds 
terminal of the Washington State Ferries is located at the end of Main Street. While primarily a means of 
transportation, the ferry route to Kingston also serves a recreational role as it transport sightseers across Puget 
Sound. The Willow Creek (Deer Creek) Fish Hatchery, 95 Pine Street, adjacent to Edmonds Marsh, includes a 
wildlife habitat and native plant demonstration garden. 

2.10 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 

Population, employment, income, and housing information is contained in Appendix B.  

The Port of Edmonds Marina is a principal business on the west side of the railroad tracks and is a major draw 
along the Edmonds waterfront. There is a one- to four-year waiting list for slips for vessels larger than 31 feet; 
slips for smaller vessels are more easily obtained. Thirty short-term slips are available. Two restaurants and 
several office buildings complete the business make-up of the waterfront.   

The Edmonds Crossing FEIS looked at the relationship between the local Edmonds economy and the Edmond 
Ferry Terminal and route. While difficult to isolate the specific economic relationship due to the multitude of 
factors including lack of subarea specific economic data, the FEIS did look at a special case in 1995 where the 
ferry terminal was out of service in February of that year for reconstruction (passenger service continued to be 
provided). During that specific period, year-to-year change in sales and use tax distributions for Edmonds were 
actually up 19.7% from February 1994. It is possible, though, that sales in the immediate area may have been 
down, offset by increases in other parts of the City (CH2M Hill 2003). 

2.11 TRANSPORTATION 

Traffic at both the Main Street and Dayton Street intersections with SR-104 operate in free flow conditions 
according to the Edmonds Comprehensive Transportation Plan. In transportation parlance, level of service (LOS) 
denotes how free-flowing traffic conditions are at a given intersection or roadway segment. LOS A connotes an 
intersection delay of ten seconds or less, while LOS F connotes delays exceeding 80 seconds. LOS at the three 
intersections in or adjacent to the project area are all operating at LOS A or B, both now and projected in 2035 
which signifies very little delay at intersections.    
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The real traffic operations issue is not average daily traffic but related to ferry ingress and egress pulses, and 
traffic interruptions when a train is crossing the intersections of Main and/or Dayton Streets. The 1998 design 
report for the Edmonds Ferry Terminal showed that an intermodal train would block an intersection for 3.5 
minutes, a freight train for 3.0 minutes, and a passenger train for 1.5 minutes (WSDOT 1998). When that report 
was undertaken, the frequency of train crossings averaged one every 42 minutes.  Train volumes have increased 
since then (both freight and passenger), as have the length of some freight/intermodal trains. 

Recently, Washington State Ferries has begun tracking ferry delays due specifically to train operations. In the 
thirty-day period from November 15 through December 12, 2015, there were ten ferry delays attributed to railroad 
crossing issues. Two of those were caused by problems with the railroad crossing gate (two ferries left with only 
walk-on passengers; several other cross-sound trips were cancelled), while the others were due to one or two 
trains crossing Main Street. Delays to ferry operations ranged from 3 to 15 minutes. Overall, the on-time 
performance (within ten minutes of scheduled departure) of the Edmonds-Kingston route was 98% in 2015. 

Accident figures presented in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan show that the intersection of Main Street 
and 3rd Avenue has the highest collision rate in the city, with 1.4 collisions per one million vehicles entering the 
intersection. Collision rates at the SR-104 intersections were at a lower rate, with SR-104 and Dayton at 0.7 
collisions per million vehicles, while at SR-104 and Main, the rate was 1.2 per million. 

During the period 2010-2015, police responded to 33 collisions on or adjacent to Main Street west of 2nd Avenue, 
and 56 collisions on or adjacent to Dayton Street west of 2nd Avenue. During this same period, the Washington 
State Patrol responded to 47 accidents on SR-104 in the immediate vicinity of the ferry terminal (Main Street to 
Dayton Street). 

The BNSF mainline, on which Amtrak and Sounder passenger trains operate, passes through downtown 
Edmonds. It is also major freight corridor with intermodal, oil, coal trains. Approximately 43 trains pass through 
Edmonds daily (2014). Projections for 2020-2030 prepared for Pacific Northwest Railroad Coalition (December 
2011) employed “moderate growth” and “high growth” scenarios, and forecast average daily train traffic of 63 to 

70 trains by 2020 and 75 to 87 by 2030.  They also forecast peak day train volumes of between 69 and 77 by 
2020, and between 83 and 96 by 2030. The WSDOT Rail Plan (December 2013) forecasts an average of 64 
trains/day by 2035. 

According to data provided by BNSF for one day in February 2016 (Wagner 2016), gate closures at Dayton and 
Main Streets totally 100 minutes out of 1434 minutes, meaning that the crossings were closed 7% of the time and 
had an average closure time of 2.01 minutes. An analysis of 24 hour per day videotapes recorded by the City of 
Edmonds during a two week period in June 2012, showed a daily average of 37 gate closures, totaling 1 hour 20 
minutes per day. This translates into an average closure duration of 2.16 minutes. A daily average of 10.6 delays 
in loading or unloading operations of the Edmonds-Kingston ferry were recorded (note that the ferry may still have 
departed on time depending on timing and duration of gate closure). Vehicles delayed by gate closures averaged 
709 per day with 84 percent of delayed vehicles travelling to- and from the ferry dock; vehicle delays averaged 
28.7 vehicle-hours daily.  Pedestrians were delayed on average of 10 times per day affecting 115 pedestrians, 
while emergency vehicles were delayed a somewhat under 1 time per day (0.75 per day). 

2.12 VISUAL RESOURCES 

The principal views of the project area are from Puget Sound, surrounding neighborhoods and from persons 
travelling through by car, train, or non-motorized means. The main views from the project areas are to the west – 
the Sound, Kitsap Peninsula, and the Olympics. Pedestrians and bicyclists are among the most sensitive viewer 
groups, especially when engaging in recreational activities. The various waterfront parks, the fishing pier, and 
waterfront walkways have panoramic views to the west. The Edmonds Marsh trails are also frequented by 
recreational users, with the intended views primarily of wildlife. In general, users of these parks and facilities 
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would be highly sensitive to changes in the views. The duration of their viewing would generally be for as long as 
they are along the shoreline or in the marsh area.  

The other sensitive viewers would be residents – along Railroad Avenue, along North Sunset Avenue, and on the 
Point Edwards Bluff. The duration of these views are the longest.   

Motorists traveling to and through Edmonds constitute the largest viewer group. Over 11,000 passengers use the 
Edmonds ferry terminal daily, experiencing panoramic views of the Sound and project area (WSF, 2016). Persons 
arriving by vehicle see the project area as they approach the Edmonds Marsh. Persons waiting in the ferry queue 
have few opportunities to view the waterfront due to development between SR-104 and the waterfront.  

2.13 WATER QUALITY 

Through Ecology’s BEACH program, Snohomish County conducts weekly water quality monitoring of recreational 

areas from May through September for bacteria that may pose a risk to people using the waterfront.  Within 
Edmonds, water quality is monitored at Marina Beach Park and Edmonds Underwater Park. The 2015 results for 
each beach showed bacteria results substantially below the limits. On one day, bacteria results at the Marine 
Beach Park were in the swimming advisory range. Resampling showed low bacteria levels. On the same day at 
the Underwater Park, results were also very high (in the swimming closure range). Again, resampling showed 
lower bacteria levels. 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplain designations within the project area 
are limited to the Puget Sound shoreline and Edmonds Marsh (EDAW 2004). Some flooding has occurred along 
the coast, but more serious flooding has occurred in areas adjacent to the Edmonds Marsh/Shellabarger Creek in 
recent years (Edmonds 2007). 

Puget Sound is expected to experience sea-level rise due to climate change in the coming years. The University 
of Washington’s Climate Change Impacts group has prepare predictions as to the amount of sea-level rise and 
range from a low of 4 inches to a high of 56 inches, with the most likely being 24 inches of water surface elevation 
rise by 2100010 (USCCI, 2015). 
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  LEVEL 1 SOLUTION CONCEPT SCREENING 

3.1  SOLUTION CONCEPT IDENTIFICATION 

To identify near-term and long-term solutions for the at-grade crossings at Main and Dayton Streets a broad list of 
concepts was developed, including both structural and nonstructural solutions.  Concepts were drawn from prior 
studies for the waterfront area, improvements applied to railroad crossings in other communities, consultation with 
local transportation agencies and other stakeholders, from the design experiences of the study team, and through 
extensive consultation with the community. 

The team looked at near-term and long-term solutions aimed at improving the safety and reliability of the train 
crossings in Edmonds to support traffic, transit and emergency access to the waterfront. Concepts were 
developed through on-going task force meetings, public input, and previous studies. These ideas were compiled 
for review and evaluation with the Advisory Task Force.  

The study involved two-stage evaluation of solutions.  The first was the Level 1 Screening, which reviewed a wide 
array of solutions that were developed to a conceptual level.  The qualitative criteria applied to the solutions in the 
Level 1 Screening were directed toward distinguishing between the concepts’ abilities to meet the project’s 

purpose and needs; those concepts that were infeasible or less effective were removed from further 
consideration.  The concepts that remained after the Level 1 Screening were then further developed and 
evaluated using a set of more quantified criteria in the Level 2 Evaluation to determining preferred alternative(s) 
for implementation. 

Over 40 distinct solution concepts were compiled from prior studies and analyses, public outreach efforts, and 
project team development.  They are briefly described in Table 3-1, where they are organized by solution type.  
Multiple locations are identified where a given solution type may be appropriate, and the locations are indicated 
on Figure 3.1.  Some concepts were developed to explore optional design features, resulting in 51 overall solution 
concepts.  Detailed descriptions of each solution concept are provided in Appendix C. 

Table 3-1. Compiled Solution Concepts for Level 1 Screening 

Identifier Solution Concept Description 

Roadway Overpass 

Overpass 1 South end of Admiral Way from lower yard at Unocal site (“Pine Street Extension”) 

Overpass 2 Marina Beach Park/Edmonds Crossing area from relocated ferry terminal flyover 

Overpass 3 Near Edmonds Yacht Club 

Overpass 4 Dayton Avenue 

Overpass 5 Mid-block, near Senior Center 

Overpass 6 Main Street (including ferry loading) 

Overpass 7 Pedestrian/bicycle overpass spanning Main Street and Railroad 

Overpass 8 Extension of Bell Street to Brackett’s Landing Park North 

Overpass 9 Extension of Edmonds Street to Brackett’s Landing Park North 

Overpass 10 Near Haines Wharf Park 
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Identifier Solution Concept Description 

Roadway Underpass 

Underpass 1 Main Street 

Underpass 2 Dayton Street for all travel modes 

Underpass 3 Salish Crossing (north of Dayton) for small service vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles only 

Underpass 4 Main Street undercrossing for small service vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles only 

Railroad Modifications 

Railroad 1 Train Trench: Full clearance under both Main & Dayton 

Railroad 2 Train Trench: Full clearance under Main Street, with raised roadway at Dayton 

Railroad 3 Combination Rail Underpass plus Roadway Overpass 

Railroad 4 Combination Rail Overpass plus Roadway Underpass 

Railroad 5 Elevated rail to pass over road crossings 

Railroad 6 Relocate tracks into tunnel beneath Edmonds 

Railroad 7 Double-track to optimize train passage and reduce passing time 

Railroad 8 Relocate freight rail to east of I-405 along former Eastern Subdivision ROW 

Operational 

Ops 1 Limit the daily number of long trains passing through crossings 

Ops 2 Operate long trains only at night 

Ops 3 Synchronize ferry schedule and train crossings to reduce conflicts 

Ops 4 Emergency signals to halt trains short of Main Street and Dayton Street 

Ops 5 Advance notification of hazardous cargo shipments on trains 

Ops 6 Improve emergency operation of crossing gates 

Ops 7 Tsunami evacuation plan 

On-site Improvements 

Site 1 Emergency first aid training to employees on west side of railroad tracks 

Site 2 Station emergency response staff and equipment on west side of railroad tracks 

Site 3 Helipad for evacuation from west of railroad tracks 

Site 4 At-grade crosswalk improvements at Dayton Street and Railroad Avenue 

Site 5 At-grade crosswalk improvements at Main Street and Railroad Avenue 

Ferry Terminal Modifications 

Ferry 1 Edmonds Crossing (Point Edwards Concept) 

Ferry 2 Expanded Terminal Concept (enlarged trestle for greater vehicle storage) 
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Identifier Solution Concept Description 

Ferry 3 Mid-Waterfront Concept (vehicle storage @ Harbor Square w/ trestle at Dayton St.) 

Ferry 4 Multimodal Center Garage/ferry vehicle storage, from Dayton St. to flyover to ferry 

Ferry 5 Underground Ferry holding  with pedestrian bridge extended 

Ferry 6 Vehicle holding garage off Dayton Street with overpass to Railroad Avenue 

Ferry 7 Trumpet flyover at Dayton Street with surface vehicle storage west of Railroad Avenue 

Ferry 8 Surface parking at Salish Center with flyover at Main Street 

Ferry 9 Railroad Avenue Holding Lanes accessed via at-grade crossing through Unocal site 

Ferry 10 Railroad Avenue Exiting Lanes via at-grade crossing from through the Unocal site 

Ferry 11 Relocate railroad tracks to current holding lanes; move holding lanes to west side of tracks 
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Figure 3-1. Level 1 Solution Concept Locations 
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3.2  SCREENING CRITERIA 

Input to the proposed screening criteria was drawn from multiple sources: the stated purpose and need for the 
project, commonly applied evaluation and environmental review categories, and from community input.  Table 3-2 
presents the criteria applied in the Level 1 Screening. 

The Level 1 criteria were intentionally qualitative in their design to appropriately correspond with the conceptual 
level of the solutions.  The solution concepts were evaluated using a visual rating scheme of colored response 
icons, with a green icon being most positive, a red icon least positive, and a yellow icon indicating an intermediate 
rating between green and red; in some cases, the yellow icon represented a neutral or no-effect assessment.  If it 
was found that a concept could not be feasibly implemented, it was noted to be fatally flawed. 

Table 3-2. Level 1 Screening Criteria Descriptions 

1 – Does the concept improve reliable emergency response to the west side of the railroad tracks? 

Does the concept provide for continuous emergency response access across the railroad? 

Does the concept reduce the likelihood of/potential for rail traffic delaying emergency response? 

Does the concept improve emergency evacuation from the waterfront? 

2 – Does the concept reduce delays to ferry loading/unloading of vehicles? 

 

3 – Does the concept reduce delays and conflicts for pedestrians, bicycles and motorists at 
roadway/railroad crossings? 

Does the concept reduce delays for pedestrians? 

Does the concept reduce pedestrian conflicts between travel modes? 

Does the concept improve connection between major destinations? (parks, transit, marina, ferry, 
downtown, restaurants) 

4 – Does the concept provide safe and efficient intermodal passenger connectivity between ferry, 
commuter rail, bus transit, pedestrian, bicycle and motor vehicle modes of travel? 

5 – Is the concept feasible to implement? 

Is the concept feasible to construct? 

Is the concept feasible to fund? 

Is the concept feasible to permit? 

6 – How well does the concept avoid environmental effects? 

To ecosystem resources (streams, marsh/ wetlands, marine shorelines)? 

To historic, cultural, and archaeological resources? 
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To visual aesthetics? 

To noise levels? 

To sites containing hazardous materials? 

To use of park lands? 

To air quality? 

To soils and groundwater? 

7 – How well does the concept avoid creating social and/or economic impacts? 

What is the concept’s potential to avoid adverse effects on neighborhoods? To businesses? 

Is the concept compatible with positive urban design? 

What is the concept’s potential to avoid conflicts with parks/recreation assets? 

Does the concept avoid creating safety hazards? 

Does the concept improve freight mobility? (via rail, via ferry) 

 

3.3 LEVEL 1 SCREENING OUTCOMES 

The Level 1 Screening produced a number of near-term recommendations and selected a series of concepts to 
advance for further development and more detailed assessment in the Level 2 Evaluation of longer-term 
solutions. 

3.3.1 Near-term Recommendations 

Several concepts are recommended for implementation independent of the Edmonds Waterfront Access Study.  
While these concepts are supportive of some elements of the Waterfront Access Study objectives, they are more 
appropriately advanced either directly by the City of Edmonds or collaboratively with a different stakeholder group.  
Recommended near-term actions include: 

 Construct crosswalk improvements at the Main Street at-grade railroad crossing to improve pedestrian 
safety and comfort (Level 1 Screening concept On-site 4).  Recommended this be implemented directly 
by the City and coordinated with BNSF. 

 Construct crosswalk improvements at the Dayton Street at-grade railroad crossing to improve pedestrian 
safety and comfort (Level 1 Screening concept On-site 5).  Recommended this be implemented directly 
by the City and coordinated with BNSF. 

 Implement emergency notifications, between the 911-call center and BNSF operations when an 
emergency is reported on the west side of the railroad tracks, to notify trains to halt outside of downtown 
Edmonds so that police and fire can respond without delay by passing trains (Level 1 Screening concept 
Operational 4).  Recommended this be implemented through coordination between the City, Fire District 
1, and BNSF.  

Create and implement a Waterfront Emergency Evacuation Plan with measures that respond to a broad range of 
potential emergencies (Level 1 Screening concepts On-site 1, On-site 3, and On-site 7).  Recommended this be 
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developed and implemented by an appropriate group that would include the City departments, Fire District 1, 
Swedish Hospital, Port of Edmonds, and Washington State Ferries, among others. 

Figure 3-2. Near-term Recommendations 

 

3.3.2 Solution Concepts Advanced to Level 2 Evaluation 

Based on the results of the Level 1 Screening process, 13 of the solution concepts were selected to be further 
developed into formal alternatives for the Level 2 Evaluation.  These concepts are denoted with blue checkmarks 
in Table 3-3, which presents a summary of the Level 1 Screening results.  Details of the Level 1 reviews for each 
solution concept are provide in Appendix C. 
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Table 3-3.  Level 1 Concepts Advanced to Level 2 
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Table 3-3. continued 
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 LEVEL 2 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION 

4.1 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 

Moving from the Level 1 Concept Screening into the Level 2 Alternatives Evaluation, the most promising concepts 
were integrated into 10 solution alternatives addressing most, if not all, of the defined purpose and needs for the 
project. Table 4-1 summarizes the transition of Level 1 concepts into their corresponding Level 2 Alternatives. 

Alternatives were developed having both near-term and long-term implementation timelines, and to allow for 
pairing of alternatives that could offer phased improvement of access. All of the alternatives provide waterfront 
access for emergency responders in the event the at-grade crossings are blocked; however, the level of service 
for emergency access differs between the alternatives, which are summarized as follows: 

 Pedestrian/bicycle overpass or underpasses.  Emergency responders cross over or under the railroad 
tracks on foot to access an aid car stationed in a secured garage on the waterfront side of the tracks.  
Overpasses/underpasses provide full-time pedestrian/bicycle/ADA access across the railroad tracks. 

 Emergency vehicle overpasses.  Emergency responders cross over the railroad tracks in their vehicles 
(police cars, aid cars, fire trucks) on access-controlled single lane roadway. Overpasses provide full-time 
pedestrian/bicycle/ADA access across the railroad tracks. 

 Ferry access overpasses or underpasses.  Emergency responders cross over or under the railroad tracks 
in their vehicles (police cars, aid cars, fire trucks) using the ferry vehicle access roadways and a ramp 
connecting to grade on the waterfront. Overpasses/underpasses provide full-time pedestrian/bicycle/ADA 
access across the railroad tracks. 

During the Level 1 Concept Screening, the Edmonds Crossing ferry terminal relocation was eliminated from 
further consideration because it was not specified in the long-term plans of Washington State Ferries, it was 
perceived to have a high construction cost.  As alternatives were under evaluation in the Level 2 process, and the 
estimated costs for other ferry access alternatives were found to be comparable to those for Edmonds Crossing, 
the Edmonds Crossing (Minimum Build) concept was reconsidered as an eleventh alternative. 
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Table 4-1 Level 1 Concepts with Corresponding Level 2 Alternatives 
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Figure 4-1. Level 2 Alternative Locations 

 

4.2 ALTERNATIVES DESCRIPTIONS 

The eleven Level 2 alternatives are briefly described below, grouped according to the level of emergency access 
they provide.  More detailed discussions of the features of each alternative can be found in the appendices.  

4.2.1 Emergency Access by Foot Alternatives 

Midblock Pedestrian Overpass   
Constructs a pedestrian bridge 
over the railroad tracks in the 
vicinity of the train station and the 
Edmonds Senior Center, with an 
aid car stationed in a secure 
garage near the west terminus of 
the bridge.  The overpass is 
accessed by stairs and elevators 
on each end.   
 
Provides access for pedestrians, 
bicycles, ADA, and emergency 
evacuation. 
 
Provides safe intermodal connections to both sides of the railroad tracks, and its use would be expected to grow 
once the second set of tracks is installed. 
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The location of this overpass minimizes impacts to views.  The limited scale of this alternative makes it affordable, 
with minimal construction disruption and duration. 
 
Provides an incremental improvement to emergency response access when trains are blocking at-grade 
crossings, as responders must cross on foot to reach aid car.  Location of a garage to house an aid car must be 
determined. 
 
Main Street Pedestrian Overpass   
Constructs a pedestrian bridge over the 
railroad tracks next to Main Street, from 
the Transit Center to the overhead 
passenger ramp at the ferry dock, with an 
aid car stationed in a secure garage near 
the west terminus of the bridge.  The east 
terminus is accessed by both stairs and 
elevator; alternately, a ramp was 
considered. 
 
Provides access for pedestrians, bicycles, 
ADA, and emergency evacuation. 
 
Provides safe intermodal connections to both sides of the railroad tracks.  Its location and connection to the ferry 
passenger ramp would promote regular use by intermodal commuters. 
 
The location of this overpass adjacent to ferry terminal and other transportation structures limits impacts to views.  
The limited scale of this alternative makes it affordable, with minimal construction disruption and duration. 
 
Provides an incremental improvement to emergency response access when trains are blocking at-grade 
crossings, as responders must cross on foot to reach aid car.  Location of a garage to house an aid car must be 
determined. 
 
Main Street Pedestrian Underpass   
Constructs a pedestrian tunnel crossing 
under the railroad tracks in the vicinity of 
the Transit Center and Brackett’s Landing 

Park South, with an aid car stationed in a 
secure garage near the west terminus of 
the bridge.  The underpass is accessed 
by ramps and stairs on each end.   
 
Provides access for pedestrians, bicycles, 
ADA, and emergency evacuation. 
 
Provides safe intermodal connections to both sides of the railroad tracks.  Despite its convenient location, the 
below-grade configuration may appear uninviting and may be less used than other alternatives. 
 
The underpass presents no view impacts.  The limited scale of this alternative makes it affordable, with minimal 
construction disruption and duration.  Drainage must be collected and pumped from the tunnel. 
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Provides an incremental improvement to emergency response access when trains are blocking at-grade 
crossings, as responders must cross on foot to reach aid car.  Location of a garage to house an aid car must be 
determined. 
 

4.2.2 Emergency Vehicle Access Alternatives 

Admiral Way Overpass   
Constructs a single-lane roadway bridge 
crossing over the railroad tracks and 
Willow Creek between the Unocal site to 
Admiral Way in the Port of Edmonds.  
Vehicle access restricted to emergency 
vehicles using mechanized retractable 
bollards.  The roadway would also 
provide full-time pedestrian and bicycle 
access, connecting the waterfront trail 
system, around the south end of 
Edmonds Marsh, to Pine Street. 
 
Provides continuous access for pedestrians, bicycles, ADA, police, aid cars, fire trucks, emergency ferry 
loading/offloading, and emergency evacuation.  Among the emergency vehicle access alternatives, this project 
entails the longest route from the fire station to the waterfront. 
 
The overpass location does not serve intermodal connections.  This alternative also does not reduce conflicts 
between transportation modes at the at-grade crossings. 
 
The overpass structure sits below sightlines from the nearby Point Edwards development.  Views from further 
east and from the northeast are obscured by the adjacent hillside, and so structure would not obstruct the views. 
 
The location of this alternative limits disruption during construction. 
 
Dayton Street Overpass   
Constructs a single-lane roadway bridge 
crossing over the railroad tracks 
between the Sunset Avenue/ Dayton 
Street intersection to the north end of 
Admiral Way in the Port of Edmonds.  
Vehicle access restricted to emergency 
vehicles using mechanized retractable 
bollards.  The roadway would also 
provide full-time pedestrian and bicycle 
access. 
 
Provides continuous access for pedestrians, bicycles, ADA, police, aid cars, fire trucks, emergency ferry 
loading/offloading, and emergency evacuation. 
 
The overpass location does not conveniently serve intermodal connections.  This alternative also does not reduce 
conflicts between transportation modes at the at-grade crossings. 
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The overpass would impact views along the Dayton Street corridor.  Views from further east and from the 
northeast are obscured by the adjacent hillside, and so structure would not obstruct the views. 
 
The location of this alternative limits disruption during construction. 
 
Edmonds Street Overpass   
Constructs a single-lane roadway bridge 
crossing over the railroad tracks 
between the Sunset Avenue/ Edmonds 
Street intersection to Brackett’s Landing 

Park North and Railroad Avenue.  
Vehicle access restricted to emergency 
vehicles using mechanized retractable 
bollards.  The roadway would also 
provide full-time pedestrian and bicycle 
access, connecting from Sunset Avenue 
to the Waterfront. 
 
Provides continuous access for pedestrians, bicycles, ADA, police, aid cars, fire trucks, emergency ferry 
loading/offloading, and emergency evacuation. Among the emergency vehicle access alternatives, this project 
provides the most direct route from the fire station to the waterfront. 
 
The overpass location does not conveniently serve intermodal connections except when the at-grade crossings 
are closed for extended periods.  This alternative does not significantly reduce conflicts between transportation 
modes at the at-grade crossings. 
 
The overpass would marginally impact views from the east, as the overpass structure sits at and largely below the 
grade of Sunset Avenue, with the railings of the uppermost section extending upward into view as the structure 
approaches Sunset Avenue.  The structure will, however, be visible when viewing north and south along the 
beach. 
 
Because the east terminus is elevated above the railroad tracks, this alternative is the least costly to construct of 
the emergency vehicle access alternatives. 
 
The location of this alternative requires design and construction that is sensitive to the shoreline environment. 
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4.2.3 Emergency Vehicle Access and Ferry Load/Offload 

Main Street Ferry Overpass (Full Build)   
Constructs a roadway bridge crossing over 
Main Street, Sunset Avenue, railroad 
tracks, and Railroad Avenue to the ferry 
dock.  A single-lane ramp would provide 
restricted access for emergency vehicles 
from the bridge to Railroad Avenue. 
 
Provides continuous grade-separated 
access for pedestrians, bicycles, ADA, 
police, aid cars, fire trucks, ferry vehicle 
loading/offloading, and emergency 
evacuation. 
 
Separates ferry vehicle traffic from downtown streets, reducing traffic volumes through the at-grade crossing at 
Main Street, and reducing conflicts and delays caused when loading and offloading ferries.  Increases ferry 
queuing capacity from the 180 vehicles currently to 305 vehicles to meet ferry operating standards. 
 
The overpass would impact views along Main Street below 3rd Avenue, along Sunset Avenue, and from properties 
immediately to the east of Sunset Avenue. 
 
In order to maintain ferry operations, the construction will require a series of stages to relocate traffic flow and 
vehicle queuing through the site as portions of the project are built. This will extend the duration of construction 
and disruption. 
 
The location and scale of this alternative requires right-of-way acquisition that will result in dislocating multiple 
businesses.  The overwater footprint of the project should be consistent with current conditions. 
 
Main Street Ferry Overpass (Minimum 
Build)   
Similar to the Main Street Overpass (full 
Build) Alternative, but smaller in scale. 
Constructs a roadway bridge crossing over 
Main Street, Sunset Avenue, railroad 
tracks, and Railroad Avenue to the ferry 
dock.  A single-lane ramp would provide 
restricted access for emergency vehicles 
from the bridge to Railroad Avenue. 
 
Provides continuous grade-separated 
access for pedestrians, bicycles, ADA, police, aid cars, fire trucks, ferry vehicle loading/offloading, and emergency 
evacuation. 
 
Separates ferry vehicle traffic from downtown streets, reducing traffic volumes through the at-grade crossing at 
Main Street, and reducing conflicts and delays caused when loading and offloading ferries.  Provides ferry 
queuing capacity at or slightly greater than the current 180 vehicles. 
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The overpass would impact views along Main Street below 3rd Avenue, along Sunset Avenue, and from properties 
immediately to the east of Sunset Avenue. 
 
In order to maintain ferry operations, the construction will require a series of stages to relocate traffic flow and 
vehicle queuing through the site as portions of the project are built. This will extend the duration of construction 
and associated disruption. 
 
The location and scale of this alternative requires right-of-way acquisition that will result in dislocating multiple 
businesses.  The overwater footprint of the project should be consistent with current conditions. 
 
Main Street Ferry Underpass   
Constructs a roadway tunnel below Main 
Street, Sunset Avenue, railroad tracks, and 
Railroad Avenue to the ferry dock.  A 
single-lane ramp would provide restricted 
access for emergency vehicles from the 
tunnel to Railroad Avenue. 
 
Provides continuous grade-separated 
access for pedestrians, bicycles, ADA, 
police, aid cars, fire trucks, ferry vehicle 
loading/offloading, and emergency 
evacuation. 
 
Separates ferry vehicle traffic from downtown streets, reducing traffic volumes through the at-grade crossing at 
Main Street, and reducing conflicts and delays caused when loading and offloading ferries.  Provides ferry 
queuing capacity at or slightly greater than the current 180 vehicles. 
 
The underpass would not impact views and, with vehicles queued and passing below grade, would provide 
opportunities for redeveloping the streetscapes on along Main Street and Sunset Avenue to improve connectivity 
between downtown and the waterfront area. 
 
In order to maintain ferry operations, the construction will require a series of stages to relocate traffic flow and 
vehicle queuing through the site as portions of the project are built. This will extend the duration of construction 
and associated disruption. Drainage must be collected and pumped from the tunnel. 
 
Constructing the tunnel largely below the groundwater table will require heavy civil construction techniques to 
support excavation walls and the railroad tracks, and to rebuild the ferry pier.  This will require right-of-way 
acquisition that will result in dislocating businesses.  The overwater footprint of the project should be consistent 
with current conditions. 
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Dayton Street New Ferry Terminal   
Relocates the ferry terminal to new facilities 
along the Dayton Street corridor.  
Constructs a parking garage in the Harbor 
Square business park for ferry vehicle 
queuing, commuter parking and bus transit 
center. Constructs a roadway bridge 
crossing from the parking garage over 
Dayton Street, railroad tracks, and Railroad 
Avenue to a new ferry dock.  A single-lane 
ramp would provide restricted access for 
emergency vehicles from the bridge to 
Railroad Avenue. 
 
Provides continuous grade-separated access for pedestrians, bicycles, ADA, police, aid cars, fire trucks, ferry 
vehicle loading/offloading, and emergency evacuation. 
 
Separates ferry vehicle traffic from downtown streets, reducing traffic volumes through the at-grade crossing at 
Main Street, and reducing conflicts and delays caused when loading and offloading ferries.  Increases ferry 
queuing capacity from the 180 vehicles currently to 305 vehicles to meet ferry operating standards. 
 
The overpass would impact views along Dayton Street, Admiral Way, Railroad Avenue, and along the shoreline. 
 
The construction can progress without impacting ongoing ferry operations. 
 
The location and scale of this alternative requires right-of-way acquisition that will result in dislocating multiple 
businesses.  The overwater footprint of the project should be consistent with current conditions. 
 
Edmonds Crossing (Minimum Build)   
Relocates the ferry terminal to new tolling and queuing facilities 
on the former Unocal property, a new dock extending out from 
the south edge of the marina, and connected by a trestle over the 
railroad tracks, the Willow Creek realignment, and Admiral Way.  
A single-lane ramp would provide restricted access for 
emergency vehicles from the trestle to Admiral Way. 
 
Provides continuous grade-separated access for pedestrians, 
bicycles, ADA, police, aid cars, fire trucks, ferry vehicle 
loading/offloading, and emergency evacuation. 
 
Separates ferry vehicle traffic from downtown streets, reducing 
traffic volumes through the at-grade crossing at Main Street, and 
reducing conflicts and delays caused when loading and 
offloading ferries.  Provides ferry queuing capacity at or slightly 
greater than the current 180 vehicles, with space available to 
expand queuing. 
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The overpass would impact views from the marina, Marina Beach Park, units in the residential area of Point 
Edwards, and along the shoreline. 
 
The construction can progress without impacting ongoing ferry operations. 
 
The location and scale of this alternative requires right-of-way acquisition that will displace upland uses at the 
south end port property. 
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4.3 EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Input to the proposed screening criteria was drawn from a number of sources: the stated purpose and need for 
the project, commonly applied evaluation and environmental review categories, and community input.  The criteria 
were also informed by the Level 1 concept screening discussions with the Task Force. 

Applying the criteria to an alternative will result in a graphic response, applying a system of partially-filled circles 
sometimes referred to as a Consumer Reports-styled system, as shown in Table 4-2. Level 2 Rating 
DesignationsTable 4-2. 

Table 4-2. Level 2 Rating Designations 

Symbol General Meaning 

 Alternative greatly improves functionality/benefit 

 Alternative somewhat improves functionality/benefit 

 No Change 

 Alternative somewhat degrades functionality/benefit 

 Alternative greatly degrades functionality/ benefit 

 Fatal flaw 

 

Table 4-3 presents the set of criteria applied in the Level 2 alternatives evaluation.  Although the criteria (logically) 
share many of the topic areas as the Level 1 screening criteria, they were phrased to elicit a more quantitative 
response (How does the alternative…?) than the Level 1 criteria (Does the concept…?). 
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Table 4-3. Level 2 Evaluation Criteria Descriptions 

1 – Does the alternative improve reliable emergency response to the west side of the railroad tracks? 

 = provides for fire truck to and from waterfront  
   = provides for gator vehicle and emergency personnel access through elevators or ramps (limited), or fire 

truck to waterfront but longer response time 
  = No change from existing condition 
 = some degradation from current emergency access 
 = much degradation from current emergency access 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 

2 – Does the alternative provide for emergency evacuation of the waterfront? 

 = provides vehicle and pedestrian evacuation  
   = provides pedestrian evacuation  
  = No change from existing condition 
 = emergency evacuation is somewhat worse that existing 
 = emergency evacuation is much worse than existing 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 

3 – Does the alternative reduce delays to ferry loading/unloading of vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians? 

 =  Provides uninterrupted vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian loading/unloading 
   = Provides uninterrupted pedestrian loading/ unloading, and/ or for vehicle loading/unloading in 

emergency circumstances 
  = no change from existing condition 
 = ferry loading/ unloading is somewhat worse that existing 
 = ferry loading/ unloading is much worse than existing 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 

4 – Does the alternative improve circulation and reduce delays and conflicts for pedestrians, bicycles, 
motorists and freight at roadway/railroad crossings? 

Provides continuous pedestrian and bicycle access? 

Provides continuous vehicle access? 

Reduces pedestrian and/or bicycle conflicts with other travel modes? 

Reduces motorist conflicts with vehicles and other travel modes? 

Provides continuous freight mobility (via rail, via ferry) 

 = Reduces delay and conflicts for most modes 
  = Somewhat reduces delays and conflicts for some modes  
  = no change from existing condition 
 = delay is somewhat more and/ or new conflicts are introduced for some modes 
 = delay is more and/ or some new conflicts are introduced for most modes 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 
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5 – Does the alternative provide safer and more efficient intermodal passenger connectivity between ferry, 
commuter rail, bus transit for pedestrians, bicycles and motor vehicle travel? 

Ferry to/ from commuter rail and bus transit 

Ferry to/from downtown 

Bus transit and commuter rail to/from downtown 

 = safer and more efficient for most movements 
   = somewhat safer and more efficient for some movements 
  = no change from existing condition 
 = somewhat less safe and efficient for some movements 
 = less safe and efficient for most movements 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 

6 – Does the alternative fit with urban design concepts and community goals? 

Maintains views of Puget Sound and Olympic Mountains 

Provides opportunities for urban design to enhance aesthetics/experience 

Compatible with Edmonds’ small-town ambience 

Minimizes impacts to neighborhoods 

Minimizes impacts to businesses 

Preserves use of parks and recreational assets 

 = yes 
   = somewhat 
  = no change from existing condition 
 = somewhat no 
 = no 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 

7 – Is the alternative consistent with Stakeholders’ current and future operations?  

City of Edmonds 

Washington State DOT  

Washington State Ferries 

Port of Edmonds 

Sound Transit 

Community Transit 

BNSF Railroad 

 = very consistent 
   = somewhat consistent 
  = no change from existing condition 
 = somewhat inconsistent 
 = Not consistent 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 
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8 – Is the alternative fundable and permittable? 

Affordable based on project costs including design, construction and maintenance  

Attractive to grant money and stakeholder contribution 

Permittable by resource agencies, tribes, BNSF 

 = Yes 
   = somewhat  
  = N/A 
 = Not very 
 = No 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 

9 – Can the alternative avoid or minimize temporary construction impacts (measure of relative 
construction impacts)? 

To sensitive environments 

To residents 

To businesses 

To waterfront users 

To freight traffic (on trains and to/ from ferry) 

To bus transit users 

To passenger rail users 

To ferry users 

To transportation functionality 

 = Most construction impacts can be avoided or mitigated 
   = Some construction impacts can be avoided or mitigated 
  = N/A 
 = Moderate construction impacts for some aspects of waterfront 
 = Higher construction impacts for multiple aspects of waterfront 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 

10 – How does the alternative affect the environment? 

ecosystem resources (streams, marsh/ wetlands, marine shorelines) 

historic, cultural, and archaeological resources 

visual aesthetics 

noise levels 

sites containing hazardous materials 

park lands or recreational 

air quality 

soils and groundwater 

social and economic (incl. disproportionate impacts) 
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 = Multiple environmental benefits/ enhancements 
   = Some environmental benefits/ enhancements 
  = no change from existing condition 
 = environmental impacts to some areas of environment 
 = environmental impacts to multiple areas of environment 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 

11 – Does the alternative address impacts of sea level rise? 

To existing infrastructure and access 

Sea level rise considerations for design to ensure safety 

 = yes 
   = somewhat 
  = no change from existing condition 
 = somewhat no 
 = no 
  = fatal flaw – alternative is worse to a point that is unacceptable 

 

4.4 LEVEL 2 EVALUATION OUTCOMES 

Each alternative was evaluated under the full set of criteria.  In order to sufficiently distinguish the alternatives 
from one another, the sub-criteria were individually applied to the alternatives to inform the overall rating for a 
given criteria.  The bases for the individual ratings were documented and are summarized in the evaluation 
matrices provided in Appendix D. 

A key consideration in assessing the feasibility of an alternative is the associated cost to plan, design, permit, and 
construct the project.  Planning level cost estimates were prepared for each alternative, utilizing cost databases 
from WSDOT and Sound Transit, which are summarized in Table 4-4.  More detailed presentations of the cost 
estimates are provided in Appendix D. The Task Force’s assessment of an alternative’s financial feasibility, or 

affordability, considered the viability of funding the project through grants and interagency partnerships. 

Table 4-5 summarizes the evaluation outcomes for the 11 alternatives under the 11 criteria.  The alternatives are 
grouped by emergency access type to facilitate visual comparisons between alternatives of similar capacity. 

As a further aid in comparing the alternatives, the evaluation rankings were converted to a numerical scoring 
format, where the graphic ratings have been translated to a numerical scale of 1 (corresponding to “Greatly 

Degrades”) to 5 (corresponding to “Greatly Improves”).  Table 4-6 presents the results of the numerical ratings, 
where varying weighting schemes were applied to the scores to assess the sensitivity of the outcomes when sets 
of criteria were emphasized: 

 Evenly weighted.  All criteria scores summed directly for each alternative. 
 Emphasizing emergency response.  Scores under the following criteria were weighted 4 times more than 

other criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Improving Emergency Response (assessing the level of service) 

Criterion 8 - Fundable & Permittable (considering timing to place an alternative in service) 

 Emphasizing reduced traffic conflicts and delays.  Scores under these criteria were weighted 4 times 
more than other criteria: 

Criterion 3 - Ferry delay reduction 

Criterion 4 – Traffic circulation/reduced conflicts 
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Criterion 5 – Intermodal connectivity 

Criterion 7 – Consistent with traffic operations 

 Emphasizing the human and natural environment.  Scores under these criteria were weighted 4 times 
more than other criteria: 

Criterion 6 – Urban design/community goals 

Criterion 9 – Temporary construction impacts 

Criterion 10 – Environmental effects 

Criterion 11 – Sea level rise 

The numerical rating produced consistent results under the variously weighted scenarios, with the following 
alternatives receiving the highest ratings within their category, as noted in Table 4-6: 

 Access by foot:    Midblock Overpass 
 Emergency vehicle access:  Edmonds Street Overpass 
 Ferry load/offload:  Edmonds Crossing (Minimum Build) 

Main Street Ferry Overpass (Minimum Build) 

Table 4-4. Summary of Planning-level Cost Estimates 
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Table 4-5. Level 2 Evaluation Outcomes  
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(1) Does the alternative improve reliable 

emergency response to the west side of the 

railroad tracks? 
           

(2) Does the alternative provide for emergency 

evacuation of the waterfront?            

(3) Does the alternative reduce delays to ferry 

loading/unloading of vehicles, bicycles and 

pedestrians? 
           

(4) Does the alternative improve circulation and 

reduce delays and conflicts for pedestrians, 

bicycles, motorists and freight at 

roadway/railroad crossings? 

           

(5) Does the alternative provide safer and more 

efficient intermodal passenger connectivity 

between ferry, commuter rail, bus transit for 

pedestrians, bicycles and motor vehicle travel? 

           

(6) Does the alternative fit with urban design 

concepts and community goals?            

(7) Is the alternative consistent with 

Stakeholders’ current and future operations?            

(8) Is the alternative fundable and permittable? 
           

(9) Can the alternative avoid or minimize 

temporary construction impacts (measure of 

relative construction impacts)? 
           

(10) How does the alternative affect the 

environment?            

(11) Does the alternative address impacts of sea 

level rise?            

 Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 
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Table 4-6. Numerical Ratings  
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 RECOMMENDED PLAN 

Based on the Level 1 and Level 2 evaluations, along with extensive community interaction, the project team and 
Advisory Task Force developed recommendations addressing waterfront access needs. Recommendations for 
immediate, near-term, and longer-term actions are presented to mitigate as soon as possible the hazards that at-
grade rail crossings present to safety, and to provide more comprehensive grade separation solutions when the 
substantial resources for a larger project can be secured. 

5.1 IMMEDIATE ACTIONS 

Several enhancements are recommended for implementation independent of the specific alternatives identified in 
this Edmonds Waterfront Access Study.  While these enhancements are supportive of some elements of the 
Waterfront Access Study objectives, they are more appropriately advanced directly by the City or collaboratively 
with different groups of stakeholders.  Recommended near-term actions are located in Figure 5-1 and include: 

 Construct crosswalk improvements at the Main Street at-grade railroad crossing to improve pedestrian safety 
and comfort (Level 1 Screening concept On-site 4).  Recommend this be implemented directly by the City 
and coordinated with BNSF and Washington State Ferries. 

 Construct crosswalk improvements at the Dayton Street at-grade railroad crossing to improve pedestrian 
safety and comfort (Level 1 Screening concept On-site 5).  Recommend this be implemented directly by the 
City with support from the Port of Edmonds and coordinated with BNSF. 

 Implement emergency notifications between the 911 dispatch center and BNSF operations when an 
emergency is reported on the west side of the railroad tracks to notify trains to halt outside of downtown 
Edmonds so that police and fire can respond without delay by passing trains (Level 1 Screening concept 
Operational 4).  Recommend this be implemented through coordination between the City, Fire District 1, and 
BNSF.  

 Create and implement a Waterfront Emergency Evacuation Plan with measures that respond to a broad 
range of potential emergencies (Level 1 Screening concepts On-site 1, On-site 3, and On-site 7).  
Recommend this be developed and implemented by an appropriate group that would include City 
departments, Fire District 1, Swedish Hospital, Port of Edmonds, and Washington State Ferries, among 
others. 
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5.2 NEAR-TERM RECOMMENDATIONS 

Until a long-term solution can be implemented, rail traffic is expected to grow substantially along with increased 
volumes of ferry traffic and growth in all modes of local traffic.  Conflicts will grow, and delays will increase, 
impacting response times for police, fire and EMS units to emergencies west of the railroad tracks.  Several 
measures are recommended to mitigate the effects of such conflicts. 

Emergency Vehicle Access to the Waterfront – Edmonds Street Emergency Access Overpass.  The proximity 
of this access route to the police and fire stations provides immediate access to respond to waterfront 
emergencies.  This ramp also provides a full-time pedestrian and bicycle connection from Sunset Avenue to 
Brackett’s Landing Park and the waterfront trail system, enhancing the walkability of the waterfront.  During 
emergency shutdowns of the at-grade rail crossings, vehicles can be offloaded from ferries with proper traffic 
control.  The Edmonds Street location is recommended over other similar emergency vehicle access alternatives 
for reasons of cost, anticipated use, and superior access for emergency response.  Implementing this project will 
eliminate the need for an emergency vehicle access ramp from a future grade-separated, vehicle ferry access 
project, such as the Edmonds Crossing project referred to below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5-1. Recommended Immediate Actions 
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Figure 5-2. Edmonds Street Emergency Access Overpass, Viewed from Brackett’s Landing Park 

Figure 5-3.  Edmonds Street Emergency Access Overpass 
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Intermodal connectivity – With increases in train traffic, and with eventual construction of the anticipated 2nd 
railroad track, there will be a growing need for safe pedestrian access to both sides of the railroad tracks.  Of the 
several alternatives considered, the Midblock Pedestrian Overpass location would appear to best serve 
commuters, who would be the primary users.  This overpass is collocated with rail, bus and ferry access points.  
Among the pedestrian overpass alternatives considered, the Midblock Pedestrian Overpass is most consistent 
with positive urban design objectives as it presents the least impact to established viewsheds, and its construction 
presents minimal environmental concerns due to its scale and setting.  These features support the permittability of 
this alternative, which is favored when assessing the ability to implement this project near-term. 

  

5.3 LONGER-TERM RECOMMENDATION 

Ultimately, grade separation for vehicles accessing ferries is necessary to resolve the growing conflicts between 
two major traffic movements through the downtown waterfront – rail traffic and vehicles loading and offloading the 
ferries.  The combined effects of these growing pulses of traffic increasingly interrupt local traffic moving between 
residential and business centers in downtown and along the waterfront. 

Based on currently foreseeable transportation funding conditions in the State, the timeframe for implementing 
grade separation of vehicle ferry access may be up to 20 years or longer.  Washington State Ferries will 
appropriately take the lead in establishing the long-term direction of ferry operations, and WSF will soon initiate 
their Long Term Plan for the ferry system as a whole, to include the Edmonds Terminal.  The analysis and 
identification of alternatives within the Edmonds Waterfront Access study will inform WSF’s planning efforts.  In 

particular, the Task Force’s review of several alternatives providing grade-separated vehicle ferry access 
concluded that the Edmonds Crossing project would be the superior option. 

The Task Force recommends that the City continue its current policy supporting the eventual implementation of 
the Edmonds Crossing project, relocating ferry operations to a new terminal to be located at the Unocal property.  
Moreover, if ferry operations are relocated to the south end of the waterfront, in a configuration similar to the 
Edmonds Crossing project, it is recommended that the project also incorporate a means of emergency vehicle 

Figure 5-4. Midblock Pedestrian Overpass, Viewed from the Sounder Train Platform 
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access to the south end of the waterfront. The Task Force recognized significant community benefit to an 
underpass along the Main Street alignment, but the projected comparative costs and long construction schedule 
make that option less desirable. 

 

Figure 5-5.  Edmonds Crossing, Viewed from Marina Beach Park (image from the Edmonds Crossing EIS) 
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APPENDIX A - PUBLIC OUTREACH 

To be included in the Final Document: 

Meeting materials 

Outcome summaries 
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APPENDIX B - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT REPORT 

 
Edmonds Waterfront Access Study: 
Affected Environment 
 
B.1 AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE GASES 

B.1.1 Air Quality 

The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) operates an air quality monitoring station at 6120 212th St. SW, in 
Lynnwood, about five miles east of downtown Edmonds. This station records data on PM2.5, fine particles such as 
those found in smoke and haze that are no larger than 2.5 micrometers in diameter. The daily 98th percentile 3-
year averages at each monitoring station in Snohomish County, when compared to the current daily federal 
standard, are below that standard for 2014 (as they have been since 2002). The results from the Lynnwood 
monitoring station show that the PM2.5 levels have been declining over the past decade, with a slight uptick in 
2013 (PSCAA 2014). Figure 1.1 shows the PM2.5 trend at Snohomish County monitoring stations from 2001 
through 2014. The average for PM2.5 at the Lynnwood monitoring station in 2015 was 6.2 micrograms per cubic 
meter of air (ug/m3 ) compared to 6.3 ug/m3 in 2014 (PSCAA 2016).  

Figure B-1. 2014 Annual PM2.5 for Snohomish County 

 

Source: PSCAA 2014 
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PSCAA also monitors for other pollutants in the Puget Sound area. The criteria pollutants for 2014 are shown in 
Table 1.1. The monitoring station closest to the project site only monitors for PM2.5. The nearest station for CO 
(Carbon Monoxide) is in Lynnwood. CO levels have been well below the federal standards since 1998.  

Table B-1. Puget Sound Region Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants, 2014 

 

(1) Final rule signed 10/15/08. 

(2) The official level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 ppm, equal to 53 ppb, which shown here for the purpose of clearer comparison to the 1-

hour standard. 

(3) Final rule signed 3/13/08. 

(4) Final rule signed 6/2/10. 

Source: PSCAA 2014 

 

B.1.2 Greenhouse Gases 

The City of Edmonds completed an emissions inventory for the years 2000 and 2005. 2005 was considered the 
baseline year against which all future year emissions would be compared. Greenhouse gas emissions from those 
two years are shown in Table 1.2. In 2006, the Edmonds City Council passed Resolution 1129 setting a goal of 
reducing GHG emissions to 7% below 1990 levels, for a goal of less than 157,000 metric tons of CO2. The City 
under took specific measures to reduce governmental energy use including switching to biodiesel in many City-
owned vehicles, retrofitting plumbing in City-owned buildings for efficiency, supporting rapid transit initiatives, 
installing energy –efficient LED lights in traffic signals, and offering public education on solid waste reduction and 
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recycling. The City also formed a Climate Protection Committee to assist with implementing ideas to effectively 
address climate change issues (Edmonds 2009).  

Table B-2. Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 2000 and 2005, City of Edmonds 

Sector 2000 Equivalent CO2 
(metric tons) 

2005 Equivalent CO2 
(metric tons) 

Percent Change 

Total Residential 60,611 58,404 -3.6% 

Total Commercial 20,630 21,602 +4.7% 

Total Industrial 49 74 +51.0% 

Total Transportation 92,937 89,012 -4.2% 

Waste (-2,504) (-3,333) -33.1% 

Other 3,232 2,941 -9.0% 

All Sectors 174,955 168,700 -3.6% 

2012 Goal <156,875 <156,875  

Source: Edmonds 2009 

 

The City’s recently adopted Comprehensive Plan established four specific climate change policies: 

Climate Change Goal A. Inventory and monitor community greenhouse gas emissions, establishing carbon 
footprint baselines and monitoring programs to measure future progress and program needs. 

 

Climate Change Goal B. Establish targets for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and promoting sustainability 
for both city government and the Edmonds community. Regularly assess progress and program needs, identifying 
opportunities and obstacles for meeting greenhouse gas emission targets and sustainability. 

 

Climate Change Goal C. Assess the risks and potential impacts on both city government operations and on the 
larger Edmonds community due to climate change. The assessment of risk and potential responses – both in 
terms of mitigation and adaptation – should evaluate the full range of issues, paying particular attention to those 
arising from the city’s location on Puget Sound. 

 

Climate Change Goal D. Work with public and private partners to develop strategies and programs to prepare for 
and mitigate the potential impacts of climate change, both on city government operations and on the general 
Edmonds community. (Edmonds, 2015b) 

B.2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL, CULTURAL, AND HISTORIC RESOURCES 

Stell Environmental prepared a Cultural Background Report in support of this Affected Environment Report. The 
following text is verbatim from that report. Some additional information can be found in the Cultural Background 
Report. 
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B.2.1 Prehistory 

Small groups of mobile hunters who ranged over the land in search of Pleistocene game, including mammoth and 
mastodon, arrived in Western Washington over 10,000 years before present (BP) as the last glacial ice began its 
retreat. Their presence is known by rare finds of large fluted Paleoindian or Clovis points (Martin 1973; Meltzer 
and Dunnell 1987). At the Manis Mastodon site near Sequim, extinct mastodon remains associated with cultural 
remains were dated to 13,800 years ago (Gustafson and Manis 1984, Waters et al. 2011). The following period 
(ca. 8000-5000 BP) is distinguished by large, leaf-shaped and stemmed points and cobble and flake tools referred 
to as Olcott (Fladmark 1982; Kidd 1964). First identified in Snohomish County, these sites are usually found on 
inland raised terraces where occupation became possible during the middle Holocene as climate and sea level 
stabilized (Carlson 1990; Mattson 1971). Sites show increasing complexity, with artifacts of ground stone and 
tools of bone, antler and shell that show more emphasis on fishing and plant processing and focus on 
woodworking (Ames and Maschner 1999; Matson and Coupland 1995). 

Research suggests that the Olcott culture complex was followed by a short transitional phase to more specialized 
technologies evident from the first occurrence of groundstone tools and a greater diversity of faunal remains. 
Sites dated after about 5000 to 4000 years BP show a shift to more locally intensive life ways including a diversity 
of site types with use of localized resources. These characteristics are a logical consequence in more sedentary 
habitation practices which began to present themselves in the archaeological record 

Over the last 2,500 years, the culture associated with classic Pacific Northwest adaptation became established 
(Ames and Maschner 1999).The archaeological record shows seasonal use of resources and varied locations, 
residence in semi-permanent/permanent villages, a varied economy based on fishing, hunting, and plant 
processing, and woodworking and craft specialization. Assemblages include an increase in art objects and status 
markers, and a large variety of tools such as ground slate knives and points, celts, and bone harpoons and points. 

B.2.2  Cultural Resources 

Information from ethnographic and historic resources indicates that the Edmonds area was used by a number 
Northern Salish groups, including the Suquamish, located on the Kitsap Peninsula and nearby islands; the 
Snohomish, found along the coast and the river of that name; and the Sammamish, whose villages were found 
around the Lake Washington shoreline (Ruby and Brown 1992; Tweddell 1974). Given its location on the 
shoreline, the Edmonds area was probably visited also by other groups from surrounding watersheds and islands. 
These groups spoke related dialects of the Northern Coast Salish (Lushootseed) language, although the Lkungen 
language of the Lummi and Samish is more closely related to the Northern Straits language of Songishes of 
southern Vancouver Island (Ruby and Brown 1992). Although the Northern Salish groups shared cultural traits 
and formed relationships through trade and marriage, they formed autonomous groups with their own territories. 

Salish settlement was organized around semi-permanent villages of cedar plank houses situated on the coast or 
at the confluence of major rivers and their tributaries in areas with a reliable supply of salmon, fresh water, and 
adjoining territory for hunting and resource gathering. Related family groups congregated during winter months, 
making and repairing utensils and tools, carrying out important festivities and ceremonies, and visiting socially 
(Haeberlin and Gunther 1930; Miller 1999; Smith 1940). In the spring, the village groups broke into smaller task 
groups to begin a seasonal round of gathering the wide array of resources found around Puget Sound and the 
upland forest where they lived in temporary shelters of wood and reed mats (Blukis Onat 1980:39; Haeberlin and 
Gunther 1930; Smith 1940). 

Salmon was the central economic resource, supplemented by saltwater and freshwater fishing, shellfish 
gathering, hunting, and plant collecting. In some areas, hunting of marine mammals such as seals and sea lions 
contributed to the resource base. Deer, inland elk, bear, ducks, geese, and other waterfowl were hunted or 
trapped. Plants provided greens, roots, bulbs, and berries as well as medicine. (Haeberlin and Gunther 1930; 
Suttles 1990:23). Local food resources were supplemented by trade and intermarriage relations between people 
inland and those living on the coast (Blukis Onat et al.1980; Lane and Lane 1977). 
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Salish presence is reflected in recorded native place names that show familiarity with the Edmonds area. A 
projecting area of the coastline north of Edmonds was called Tet3a’iyEb, meaning “bullhead”. S3baL, a reference 

to a person being treated by a shaman, was the name for a small creek just north of Edmonds. Stuu’bus (“like a 

man; the face of a man”) named Edwards Point, a promontory just south of Edmonds, while Wells Point and a 

nearby sand promontory further south were referred to together by a double name, IutL stu’bus. Q3e’q3e’wa:dEt, 

the Lushootseed word for kinnickinick, or Indian tobacco, was given to the shoreline south of Richmond Beach 
(Waterman 2001:54-55, 57). 

In 1855, the Treaty of Point Elliott established a series of reservations for Salish groups in the area, including the 
Suquamish Reservation at Port Madison, the Tulalip Reservation near Marysville, the Swinomish Reservation at 
Fidalgo Island, and the Lummi Reservation at Bellingham. Though they ceded rights to traditional lands, treaties 
ensured tribal right to fish and hunt in usual and accustomed places. The 1980 Boldt Decision, formally known as 
United States v. Washington, was a landmark decision that upheld these treaty rights. 

B.2.3 Historic Buildings and Structures 

Following Spanish exploration in the Strait of San Juan de Fuca and southern Strait of Georgia in the early 18th 
century, Captain George Vancouver mapped and named features in Puget Sound in 1792 (Hayes 1999). Fur 
traders established a series of trading posts throughout the region in the 1820s. The Wilkes U.S. Naval Expedition 
of 1841 explored the area near Edmonds (LeWarne 2008). White settlers followed, their numbers increasing with 
passage of the 1850 Oregon Donation Land Claim Act. When Washington Territory was established in 1853, 
Territorial Governor Isaac Stevens began a series of treaty negotiations with Native Americans that led to 
establishment of numerous reservations and secured lands for white settlement, though dissatisfaction with treaty 
terms led many natives to hostile actions against the whites in 1855-1856. 

In 1872, drawn to the logging potential of large stands of timber and the coastal location, lumberman George 
Brackett purchased lands in the area that would become the town of Edmonds, which was platted in 1884 and 
incorporated in 1890 (Edmonds-South Snohomish County Historical Society 2015; Whitfield 1926). The Great 
Northern Railway arrived in 1891, and, by 1900, the town had regular passenger ferry service. With ferry service 
to Kingston in 1923, Edmonds became the hub terminal for serving Port Townsend, Port Ludlow, and Victoria 
(Edmonds-South Snohomish County Historical Society 2015). The first mill opened in Edmonds in 1890, and 
others soon opened. Other businesses, mainly shingle mills and lumberyards, lined the waterfront in the area of 
Railroad Avenue and Main Street (Cloud 1953; Dubois and Dubois 2014) (Figures 2 and 3). Historic maps show 
the sequence of construction, with shingle mills and lumber yards dominating the waterfront in the first part of the 
20th century (Sanborn Map Company 1909, 1926, and 1932). Numerous saloons, boarding house, a blacksmith, 
and a cigar store were located east of the railroad, with a sparsely-built residential areas and a few scattered 
businesses beyond (Sanborn Map Company 1909). The early UNOCAL Fuel Oil facility was mapped in 1926 
(Sanborn Map Company 1932) (Figure 4). In 1951, as the timber industry declined, the last mill in Edmonds 
closed. The Edmonds Marina was built in the early 1960s to provide water moorage and boater services 
(Edmonds-South Snohomish County Historical Society 2015). 

B.2.4 Cultural Resource Investigations 

Several cultural resource investigations have taken place in the Edmonds waterfront area (Tables 2 and 3). 
Reconnaissance survey and testing for the Edmonds Crossing Project identified a prehistoric shell scatter 
(45SN310) on the south side of the marsh. It was evaluated as not eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) (Bard and McClintock 1996; CH2M Hill 1995). Follow-up investigation in the project area 
was hampered by sediment contamination, underground utilities, and high water table that limited visibility, but 
researchers concluded that the area was generally archaeologically sensitive (Bard and McClintock 1996). In 
2006, a cultural resources assessment of Sound Transit’s planned improvements for the Sounder Commuter Rail 

operations between Seattle and Everett recommended testing for the nearby Edmonds Commuter Rail Station 
due to its sensitive location (Juell 2006). 
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In 2010, archaeological testing at the commuter rail station for planned track upgrades identified historical cultural 
materials within a distinct fill layer in five of nine test pits. The materials were thought to be associated with the 
Great Northern Railroad's Section foreman's house, built north of Dayton Street east of the railroad tracks in 
1917. Additional archaeological monitoring was recommended for an associated storm water drain (Rinck 2010). 
In 2011, during monitoring for the drainage alignment, a historic site (45SN574) related to the Great Northern 
Railroad’s foreman’s house, water tower, and cabin was found under the rail station parking lot. The site was 

recommended eligible for the NRHP, but online records do not indicate what further steps or final determinations 
were made (Shantry et al. 2011). 

Historic resources have also been investigated in the Edmonds Waterfront area. A circa-1996 evaluation of the 
remaining structures of the Unocal Edmonds Bulk Fuel Terminal facility, built in by the Union Oil Company, built 
between 1922 and the 1980s, determined the site was not eligible for listing in the NRHP (Cox and Bard 1996). A 
2004 survey of downtown Edmonds inventoried 80 buildings, structures, and sites, including 52 single-family 
houses (BOLA 2004). One building, the 1910 Carnegie Library, now housing the Edmonds-South Snohomish 
County Historical Society, was noted as having been previously determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP 
(BOLA 2004; Edmonds-South Snohomish County Historical Society 2015; National Park Service 2015). Due to 
the number of well-preserved public and institutional properties concentrated in the Main Street and 5th Avenue, 
surveyors recommended the creation of a historic district to the City of Edmonds (BOLA 2004). 

B.2.5 Discussion 

Background environmental, ethnographic and archaeological information indicates the Edmonds Waterfront has 
the potential to contain archeological sites related to precontact and historic occupations and activities. Access to 
fresh water, salt water fishing, and varied shoreline, wetland, and upland forest resources would have provided 
many useful resources for native people. The area would have been easily reached by canoe from areas along 
the mainland coast and from the Kitsap Peninsula. 

Archaeological resources include both precontact and historic period sites. Precontact sites can be shell middens, 
the remains of ephemeral camps related to travel or resource procurement and processing, or more complex sites 
such as the remains of villages that include houses, household middens, and other ancillary remains such as 
hearths, lithic scatters, and lithic procurement locations. Rock cairns, petroglyphs and pictographs are other types 
of precontact sites. 

Previous archaeological investigations have been concentrated in the area of Edmonds Commuter Rail Station 
and the south end of the waterfront in vicinity of the UNOCAL property. A shell midden site (45SN310) was found 
in exposed soil at the Deer Creek Fish Hatchery along Shellabarger Creek southwest of Edmonds Marsh. Fill is 
found throughout the area, including within the area of the Main and Dayton crossing. Archeological testing 
conducted for the Commuter Rail Station found historic resources from about 60-155 cm below surface south of 
Main Street near the railroad line (Rinck 2010). 

Potential for precontact archaeological resources in the Edmonds Waterfront area is greatest on the margins of 
the former wetland area, along former creek margins, and along the shoreline. Construction may have disturbed 
resources in these areas but they may still be present in areas where construction was not extensive and where 
deeper sediments cover them. The most likely types of sites would be shell middens, such as 45SN310 in the 
Deer Creek area (45SN310). Others may be present within the buried estuary and related creeks that were 
formerly present along the shoreline. Camps, fire-modified rock, or lithic scatters related to pursuit of fishing and 
wetlands resources could be present in shoreline areas and on the margins of Edmonds Marsh. Historic period 
construction has likely disturbed these sites in areas of the old shingle mills, railroad, and other areas, though 
some intact resources may remain in less constructed areas. 

Historic period archaeological sites are related to the economic and social developments in an area. Along the 
Edmonds Waterfront, these could relate to early logging, milling, small industry, homesteading, and 
transportation. This is demonstrated by the historic period site, 45SN574, found within fill during archaeological 
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monitoring for construction at the Commuter Rail Station. Other historic period resources could be present within 
the large areas of fill that are found throughout the project area. 

As would be expected, archaeological investigations in the area have been focused upon particular project areas, 
and there is a lack of information regarding the relative potential for subsurface archaeological remains across the 
entire project area. Based upon the results of the archaeological background review, there remain several areas 
with relatively high to moderate archaeological potential. The majority of these areas have been previously 
identified by the earlier waterfront improvement projects, which is summarized in Figure 2.1 below. 

Figure B-2. Archaeological Site Probability 

 
Source: Stell, 2016. 

 

As stated above, the potential for precontact archaeological resources in the project area is greatest on the 
margins of the former creek, wetland, and along the shoreline. Although previously identified in the earliest 
archaeological surveys as containing areas of low archaeological potential, the area along the railroad and 
commuter rail station have demonstrated presence of buried historic archaeological remains. The lack of 
archaeological investigations within the undeveloped marsh area does not provide a positive source of data, but 
this area is anticipated to also have a higher probability for precontact archaeological remains. 

Further archaeological inventory of the range of alternatives is recommended in order to investigate the presence 
or absence of archaeological materials within the areas to be potentially affected by the proposed project. 
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Traditional cultural properties (TCPs) are a cultural resource that play a significant role in helping to maintain 
cultural identify for Native American people. They may or may not be archaeological sites. Sites include those 
associated with ancestral emergence and other significant events in the life of the people, sites associated with 
spirit beings, special resource gathering locations, or those places where ritual acts conducted. While researchers 
can sometimes identify a TCP through information derived from tribal interviews or published information, TCPs 
are usually identified by tribal members as information is sometimes held by particular families and is confidential 
in nature. 

The Edmonds Waterfront project area lies on the boundary between WDFW Salmon Management Areas (SMA) 9 
and 10. The 1974 Boldt Decision upheld the right of Washington tribes to fish in their “usual and accustomed 
places.” Tribes with usual-and-accustomed fishing rights in this SMA include: the Lummi Nation, Lower Elwha 
Klallam, Port Gamble S’Klallam, Jamestown S’Klallam, the Swinomish, Skokomish, and Tulalip. These retained 

rights indicate a long-term relationship with the area that may include other significant traditional use areas 
(CH2M Hill 2003:32-102). 

During discussions for the Edmonds Crossing project in 1996, Bard and McClintock reported that the Suquamish 
and other tribes expressed concern with project construction and archaeological investigations in the Edmonds 
area. Mr. Charles Sigo, then a member of the Suquamish Tribe’s tribal council, described traditional use of the 

Edmonds area by Suquamish tribal members to gather berries, fish, clams, and other resources up into the 1900s 
(Bard and McClintock 1996:6). During that project, the researchers stressed the importance of continuing to talk 
to the Suquamish and other tribes to assure that traditional cultural concerns were addressed. In other 
proceedings in the Puget Sound region, the tribes have voiced concerns over activities on the Puget Sound 
shorelines that might lead to environmental changes that affect traditional areas. It is possible that tribal interviews 
and oral history could provide information that informs on specific traditional use areas of the Edmonds 
Waterfront. 

Two historic building surveys have been conducted that encompass the project area, in 1996 and 2004 (Cox and 
Bard 1996; BOLA 2004). The resulting previously recorded NRHP-eligible historic buildings are located north of 
Main Street in downtown Edmonds. Further NRHP-eligible resources are unlikely to be identified within the project 
area, but additional analysis of the alternatives will be required to ascertain whether those known resources will 
be potentially affected by the project, or if reevaluation of the project area will be required to investigate whether 
additional historic building resources are present or may be affected. 

Ferry service was originally provided by the Mosquito fleet. Auto ferry service began in 1923, linking Edmonds 
with Kingston. Service eventually expanded to Port Townsend, Port Ludlow, and Victoria.  

B.3 FISH, WILDLIFE, VEGETATION 

Through use of the US Fish & Wildlife Service IPaC (Information for Planning and Conservation) website, a draft 
report was generated in November, 2015, of endangered species, critical habitats, migratory birds, refuges, and 
wetlands that may be found in or near the project area.  

B.3.1 Endangered Species and Critical Habitats 

Critical habitat is designated by the federal government as part of its management of threatened and endangered 
species under the ESA. Critical habitat may exist for the following proposed, candidate, threatened, and 
endangered species: 

 Birds: Marbled Murrelet, Streaked Horned Lark, and Yellow-billed Cuckoo 
 Fishes: Bull Trout 
 Mammals: Canada Lynx 
 Critical Habitat: Bull Trout Critical Habitat, Chinook Salmon Critical Habitat, Killer Whale Critical Habitat 
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Marbled murrelets (Brachyramphus marmoratus) are occasionally seen in the Puget Sound area, though surveys 
done by WDFW near Edmonds found no murrelets in the winter and only a few in the summer. (Striplin and 
Battelle 2001).  

Streaked Horned Lark (Eremophila alpestris strigata) is a rare endemic subspecies found only in western 
Washington and Oregon. In Washington, it nests on grasslands and sparsely vegetated areas at airports, sandy 
islands, and coastal spits. According to the Washington Department of Fish and Game, there are no current 
nesting areas in Snohomish County (WDFW, 2012) 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) are rarely seen in Washington State (last sighting in 2012) and no 
longer breeding in the state (WDFW, 2012).  

The critical habitat for the Canadian Lynx (Lynx Canadensis) is high-elevation forests. There have been no 
sightings in the County in recent years (WDFW, 2012).   

Critical habitats within the City of Edmonds include those for Chinook salmon, bull trout, and killer whale. Bull trout 
is a federally-listed threatened fish species that may occur in or in the vicinity of Edmonds. Adults use nearshore 
areas as migration corridors when returning from the oceanic life stage, while juveniles reside in the nearshore 
prior during their outmigration from freshwater to the ocean. Bull trout adults also use shallow nearshore marine 
and estuarine areas as foraging grounds and migration corridors Bull trout habitat is not recognized within any of 
the City creeks; critical habitat includes the marine nearshore, from MHHW (mean higher high water) to -10 meter 
MLLW (mean lower low water), and any tidally influenced freshwater heads of estuaries (Federal Register Vol. 70, 
September 26, 2005). Bull trout habitat use along the Edmonds shoreline would be during periods of adult 
foraging and migration. Bull trout display wide-ranging foraging habits and are known to consume juvenile salmon 
(including Chinook) that inhabit shallow nearshore areas. (Edmonds 2007) 

Critical habitat for Chinook salmon is the marine nearshore; they are not known to use the small creeks in the 
project area. During juvenile foraging and juvenile and adult migration, the shoreline habitat would be used by 
Chinooks. In particular, the eelgrass beds provide high quality foraging habitat for juvenile Chinook salmon. 
(Edmonds 2007) 

The threatened Puget Sound resident killer whale (Orcinus orca) is not a common visitor to central Puget Sound. 
Since Edmond’s shoreline jurisdiction extends far offshore, killer whales could well transit through the area. 
Shoreline development, ferry and boat traffic, and lack of salmon-bearing streams in the immediate project area 
would not attract whales to the nearshore (Edmonds 2007). 

B.3.2 Migratory Birds 

Migratory birds that fall within the requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and that may migrate through the 
greater Edmonds area include: Black Swift, Caspian Tern, Fox Sparrow, Marbled Godwit, Olive-sided Flycatcher, 
Peregrine Falcon, Purple Finch, Rufous Hummingbird, Short-eared Owl, Western Grebe, and Willow Flycatcher. 

B.3.3 Habitats 

There are no designated wildlife refuges in the project area. 

There is one wetland in the project area, the 23-acre Edmonds Marsh. It is a Category 1 (highest quality) wetland, 
also classified as a Wildlife Habitat and Natural Resource Sanctuary. The Marsh was once much larger prior to 
development on all four sides. An isolated remnant, located east of SR104, is connected hydraulically via a 
culvert under the highway. The culvert also conveys Shellabarger Creek. Flows from the wetland into Puget 
Sound occur via pipes, ditches, and a 48-inch pipe, and a tide gate under Admiral Way. The tidal gate is normally 
kept closed from October through March. The pipe extends 1,275 feet into the lower intertidal beach south of the 
Edmonds Marina. The marsh is tidally influenced during spring and summer. The Edmonds Marsh is fed by 
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Willow and Shellabarger Creeks, and runoff from approximately 900 acres of surrounding properties (Edmonds 
2007). 

Over 225 bird species have been known to use the marsh. The great blue heron, a Washington State monitored 
species, nests near the marsh (WDFW 2006a). 

Willow Creek and Shellabarger Creek contain potential or actual fish habitat and meet the criteria for Type F 
waters (streams which contain fish habitat) pursuant to WAC 222-16-030. (ECDC 23.90.010). 

B.3.4 State Priority Habitats 

In the wetland riparian, and estuarine habitats along the Edmonds Shoreline, priority habitats for shellfish 
salmonids, eagle, great blue heron, California sea lion and harbor seals have been identified by WDFW/ Special 
status species that may occur nearshore include peregrine falcon, pileated woodpecker, Vaux’s swift, merlin, 

purple martin, great blue heron, green heron, western big-eared bat, Keen’s myotis bat, long-eared bat, and 
longlegged bat (WDFW 2006a). 

Shellfish resources founds in the marine waters of Edmonds are listed in Table 3.1.  

Table B-3. Common Shellfish Found in the Edmonds Shoreline Jurisdiction 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Dungeness crab Cancer magister 

Red rock crab Cancer productus 

Bay mussel Mytilus edulis 

Small clam Macoma charlottensis 

Native littleneck clam Protothaca staminea 

Manila clam Tapes japonica or Venerupis philippinarum 

Bentnose clam Macoma nasuta 

Butter clam Saxidomus gigantean 

Heart cockle Clinocardium nuttalli 

Horse clam Tresus capex 

Geoduck clam Panopea abrupta 

Spot prawn Pandalus platyceros 

Broken-back shrimp Heptacarpus spp. 

Dock (coon-stripe) shrimp Pandalus dange 

Sources: KC DNR WTD 2003, WDFW 2006a, Kozloff 1993, Golder and Parametrix 2002 
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Salmon species that can be found in nearshore areas of Puget Sound are listed in Table 3.2. 

Table B-4. Salmonids Found within the Edmonds Shoreline Jurisdiction 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Chinook salmon (also called king, blackmouth) Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 

Coho salmon (also called red)     O. kisutch 

Sockeye salmon O. nerka 

Chum salmon (also called dog, fall, calico) O. keta 

Steelhead (same as rainbow trout) O. mykiss 

Pink salmon (also call humback) O. gorbuscha 

Bull trout Salvelinus confluentus 

Cutthroat trout O. clarki 

Source: Striplin and Battelle 2001 

 

Birds with priority habitats that occur within the City include bald eagle, purple martin, and great 

blue heron. The bald eagle is listed as a federal and state threatened species. The WDFW priority habitat map 
(2006a) noted two locations of nesting bald eagles within Edmonds. It is not known whether or not these nests are 
occupied every year (KC DNR WTD 2003). Great blue heron have nested in the woods surrounding the Edmonds 
marsh. The WDFW Priority Habitat and Species map (2006) noted the presence of a seabird colony (glaucous-
winged gull) near the Edmonds Underwater Park. In April 2004, gourds were installed on a group of pilings south 
of the Edmonds ferry dock by volunteers, with the approval of the Edmonds Parks and Recreation Director. Prior 
to that time purple martin, a priority species, had not been nesting on the Edmonds waterfront due to lack of 
nesting habitat. Artificial nest sites were provided south of the Edmonds ferry dock beginning in 2004 for the 
purple martin, which have successfully nested shortly thereafter (Lider 2006 personal communication). 

The Edmonds Underwater Park was identified as a priority haulout area for harbor seals and California sea lions 
by WDFW in 2006. The floats installed for divers were taken over by sea lions, making the floats unusable by 
divers. The floats have subsequently been removed. Harbor seals are known to use adjacent beaches (Lider 
2006 personal communication). 

B.3.5 Habitat Conservation Areas 

Brackett's Landing Shoreline Sanctuary Conservation Area is defined in WAC 220-16-720 as those bed lands and 
tidelands owned by the City of Edmonds at Brackett's Landing Shoreline Sanctuary, and the water column above 
these bed lands and tidelands including all of the area known as Edmonds Underwater Park. Various fish in the 
park are shown in Table 3.3.  (WDFW 2006b). 
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Table B-5. Brackett’s Landing Shoreline Sanctuary Fish Species  

Common Name Scientific Name 

Predominant fishes 

Cooper rockfish Sebaster caurinus 

Quillback rockfish S. maliger 

Lingcod Ophiodon elongatus 

Cabezon Scorpaenichthys armoratus 

Artificial rocky reef habitants 

Kelp greenling Hexagrammos decagrammus 

Painted greenling Oxylebius pictus 

Surfperches Embiotocidae 

Black rockfish S. melanops 

Flatfish 

Bay pipefish Sygnathus leptorhynchus 

Juvenile codfish Gadidae 

Shiner perch Cymatogaster aggregate 

Pelagic schooling fish 

Juvenile and adult salmon  

Tubesnouts Aulorhynchus flavidus 

Juvenile herring Clupea harengus pallasi 

Source: WDFW 2006b 

 

Predominant macro-invertebrates include giant anemones (Metridium senile) that cover much of the artificial 
structures. 

B.4 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

B.4.1 Soils 

The project area is generally flat except for the hill that arises south of Edmonds Marsh. The steep slopes of the 
hill (15 to 40 percent or more) rise to the south and east of the immediate project area. Elevations range from sea 
level to about 180 feet above sea level. Offshore, elevations range down to -50 feet mean sea level at the end of 
the ferry dock (CH2M HILL 2003).  

Soil maps prepared by the U.S. Department of Agriculture – Soil Conservation Service show that most of the 
project area is designated Urban Land, constituting fill material or developed land. Soil types in the general area 
include Alderwood Gravelly Sandy Loam, Everett Gravelly Sandy Loam, Kitsap Silt Loam, and Mukilteo Muck. 
See Figure 4.1, prepared for the Edmonds Crossing FEIS, for detailed locations of soil types. 
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Figure B-3. Soil types in the Project Area 

 

 

B.4.2 Landslide Hazard Areas 

There are no documented landslide hazard areas within the project area (Edmonds 2007) 

B.4.3 Seismic Hazards 

The project area is in Seismic Zone 3 Uniform Building Code, 1997), meaning an area of high seismic risk.   
Seismic activity in the Puget Sound area is a result of collisions between the Juan de Fuca plate and the North 
American plate. No known active faults are mapped in the immediate project area (CH2M HILL 2003). 

B.4.4 Shoreline Slope Stability 

Shoreline slope stability refers to the relative stability of coastal slopes based on mapping completed by Ecology 
in the early to mid-1970s. Shoreline slopes in the project area are mapped as modified and stable (Edmonds 
2007). 

B.4.5 Erosion Hazard Areas 

There are no mapped hillside erosion hazard areas in the project area. Streams within Edmonds, however, are 
mapped with “extensive erosion hazard areas along their banks.” Vegetation along the stream banks prevent soil 

compaction and erosion, limiting turbidity and sedimentation in waters that harbor fish and aquatic invertebrates 
(Edmonds 2007). 
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B.5 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

A check of Washington State Ecology’s facility database, accessed 11/25/15, showed a number of facilities with 

past or current remediation efforts, as shown in Table 5.1 

Table B-6. Sites with Past or Current Remediation Efforts 

Facility/Location Issue Status 

Anderson Marine Corp. 
100 Railroad Ave. 

Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank 

Cleanup ended 5/10/96 

Edmonds Dry Storage Port of Edmonds 
400 Admiral Way 

State Cleanup Site On-going 

Edmonds Port Fur Breeders Bldg. 
335 Admiral Way 

State Cleanup Site On-going 

Michael Jablinske Edmonds Marine Enforcement Action: Spill Issued 12/24/09 

Edmonds City Maint and Ops Center 
200 Dayton St 

Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank 

Cleanup ended 3/8/96 

Edmonds Port UST 
458 Admiral Way 

Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank 

On—going 

DFW Edmonds Underwater Park 
50 Railroad Ave 

Enforcement Action Issued 10/8/04 

Edmonds Port W Dayton 
120-190 W Dayton St 

State Cleanup Site On-going 

Main St Site 
110 Main St 

Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank 

Cleanup ended 1/10/96 

Independent Remedial Action Cleanup ended 1/10/96 

Mar Vel Marble LLC 
202 Main St 

State Cleanup Site On-going 

Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank 

Cleanup ended 1.21.98 

Unocal Edmonds Bulk Fuel Term 
11720 Unoco Road 

Enforcement Action Issued 6/12/07 

Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank 

Cleanup on-going 

State Cleanup Site On-going 

USPS Edmonds Main St 
201 Main St 

Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank 

Cleanup ended 5/28/99 

Widing Fisheries 
20605 Chinook Rd 

Enforcement Action Issued 12/4/08 

Edmonds WA Line Segm 50 Print 
211 Railroad Ave 

Leaking Underground Storage 
Tank 

Cleanup ended 6/14/96 

Source: Ecology 2015 
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Licensed Underground Storage Tanks 

 Anderson Marine Corp., 100 Railroad Avenue 
 Edmonds Port Fur Breeders Bldg., 335 Admiral Way 
 Edmonds Port UST, 458 Admiral Way 
 Edmonds STP (Stormwater/Wastewater Treatment Plant), 200 2nd Avenue S 
 USPS Edmonds Main St., 201 Main St 
 Edmonds WA Line Seg 50 Print, 211 Railroad Ave 

Licensed Hazardous Waste Generators 

 BNSR Railway Co Dayton Street, 220 W Dayton St 
 Critchleys Mfg Jewelers Inc., 182 Sunset St 
 Downey Press, 170 W Dayton St. Suite 101 
 WA DOT Edmonds Derry Terminal, SR104 and Main St. 
 Edmonds STP (Stormwater/Wastewater Treatment Plant), 200 2nd Avenue S 
 Munson Mfg Inc., 150 W Dayton St 
 Unocal Edmonds Bulk Fuel Term, 11720 Unico Road 
 Port of Edmonds, 336 Admiral Way (Ecology 2015)  

The largest potential hazardous waste facility in the Edmonds area is the Unocal site. Although the site is outside 
the city of Edmonds and its Shoreline Master Program (SMP) boundaries, the facility partially drains into 
Edmonds and adjacent SMP areas. The most recent update from Ecology on the Unocal site cleanup follows:   

 Unocal Edmonds Bulk Fuel Terminal Site is located at 11720 Unoco Road in Edmonds, Washington. The 
terminal operated from 1923 to 1991. Unocal is a subsidiary of Chevron Corporation, and the cleanup is 
being done by Chevron Environmental Management Company. 

 A number of Interim Actions have been conducted over the years to clean up oil floating on groundwater, 
remove arsenic-contaminated soil, and remove petroleum-contaminated soil. Removal of petroleum-
contaminated soil resulted in cleanup of groundwater. Most of the Site is now clean. Ecology certified the 
Upper Yard was suitable for residential use in 2003 and Point Edwards Condominiums were 
subsequently constructed. 

 Additional Interim Actions will begin in 2016 to clean up two remaining areas of contamination. One is the 
stormwater Detention Basin 2 Area and other is the vicinity of a Washington State Department of 
Transportation (WSDOT) storm drain crossing the Site.  These areas are in the Lower Yard of the 
Terminal, the flat area below the Point Edwards Condominiums. Cleanup activities will begin in 2016. 
(Ecology 2016)  

B.6 LAND USE 

Edmonds is located in southwest Snohomish County, with the cities of Woodway and Shoreline to the south, 
unincorporated Snohomish County to the north and the cities of Lynnwood and Mountlake Terrace and 
unincorporated Snohomish County to the east. 

B.6.1 Edmonds Comprehensive Plan 

As required by the state’s Growth Management Act (GMA), the City of Edmonds has an approved comprehensive 
plan which provides for plans and policies guiding growth in the city. Adopted in July 2015, the current plan 
addresses the following purposes: 

 To provide a framework for moving the Edmonds community toward a sustainable future that integrates 
and responds to environmental, economic, and social needs in a way which “meets the needs of the 

present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” 
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 To promote the public health, safety, and welfare consistent with the values of the community.  
 To serve as the basis for municipal policy on land use and development and to provide guiding principles 

and objectives for the development of regulations and programs that support sustainable development 
within the city while seeking to conserve, protect, and enhance the community’s assets and natural 

resources.  
 To anticipate and influence the orderly and coordinated development of land and building use of the city 

and its environs, and conserve and restore natural beauty and other natural resources.  
 To encourage coordinated development and discourage piecemeal, spot or strip zoning and 

inharmonious subdividing.  
 To facilitate adequate provisions for public services such as transportation, police and fire protection, 

water supply, sewage treatment, and parks.  
 To facilitate the provision of sustainable public services consistent with the community’s values and 

needs (Edmonds 2015c). 

An important component of the GMA is the requirement that a jurisdiction’s zoning code be consistent with the 

comprehensive plan. The Edmonds City Code and Community Development Code, Title 16 (Edmonds, 2016d), 

establishes zones within the City of Edmonds and implements the comprehensive plan.   

B.6.2 Zoning and Comprehensive Plan Designations 

The project area is comprised of land uses on both sides of the BNSF track(s). To the west of the railroad, land 
uses include parks, the ferry terminal, multi-family residential, commercial, restaurants, and the marina. Zonings 
include Public Use (P) and Commercial Waterfront (CW) as shown in Figure 6.1. The Edmonds Comprehensive 
Plan designations for this area include Parks/Open Space, Shoreline Commercial, and Master Plan Development, 
as shown in Figure 6.2. 

East of the railroad tracks is a mix of open space, residential, and commercial uses. Zoning includes Master Plan 
1 and 2, General Commercial, Community Business, Downtown Mixed Commercial and Office-Residential. The 
Comprehensive Plan designations include Downtown Mixed Commercial, Downtown Master Plan, Parks/Open 
Space, and Master Plan Development.   
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Figure -4. Zoning in Project Area (PLACEHOLDER SANS LEGEND) 

 

Source: Edmonds GIS 

 

Figure B-5. Comprehensive Plan Designations in Project Area (PLACEHOLDER SANS LEGEND)  

 

Source: Edmonds GIS 
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B.6.3 Shoreline Master Program 

The Edmonds City Council, in November 2014, passed a resolution stating its intent to adopt an update of the 
City’s Shoreline Master Program (Edmonds, 2014). The Update is now undergoing review by the State 
Department of Ecology prior to final adoption by the City. 

In the Marine Shoreline South area (shown in Figure 6.3 below), which constitutes the shoreline adjacent to the 
project area, the shoreline designations include Aquatic I (general Puget Sound), Aquatic (ferry route and marina 
access), Conservancy (parks), Urban Mixed Use I (developments north of the marina and south the Brackett’s 

Landing South), Urban Mixed Use II (marina area), Urban Mixed Use IV (developments adjacent to Edmonds 
Marsh), Urban Railroad (BNSF right-of-way), and Natural (Edmonds Marsh).  

B.6.4 Community Cohesion 

The ferry holding lanes and the BNSF tracks serve as barriers between the downtown business community and 
the waterfront uses. Main Street, just to the north of the holding lanes, provides the main pedestrian conduit 
between downtown and the waterfront, though frequent trains, many quite lengthy, cut off access for several 
minutes at a time. The draw of the waterfront parks, the ferry terminal, the senior center, and the marina and 
associated businesses remain strong, however, in spite of the periodic disruption of access.    

B.7 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

B.7.1 Water 

The City of Edmonds operates and maintains the water distribution system which consists of 138 miles of 
distribution mains, 18 pressure reducing stations, three 1.5 million gallon reservoirs, and one three-million gallon 
reservoir and pumping station (Edmonds, 2016a). 

B.7.2 Wastewater 

Edmonds operates and maintains a wastewater treatment plant on the corner of SR 104 and Dayton Street with 
an average annual flow rates of 6 million gallons per day.  The plant provides both primary treatment and 
sedimentation, air-activated sludge secondary processes, and chlorine disinfection for liquid treatment (KC DNR 
WTD 2003). 

Two wastewater outfalls enter Puget Sound north of the marina’s breakwater and extend 1,200 feet into the 

sound.  

B.7.3 Stormwater 

The City’s Stormwater Management Utility manages a large and complex storm drainage system in the public 
right-of-way and also addresses flooding, water quality, and aquatic habitat issues in streams and lakes that lie 
beyond that right-of-way (Edmonds, 2010).  

B.7.4 Solid Waste 

Sound Disposal provides solid waste and recycling pickup along the Edmonds waterfront and in downtown 
Edmonds. Republic Services provide service in the former Unocal site south of Edmonds Marsh (Edmonds, 
2016b). 
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Figure B-6. Shoreline Master Program Area Designations 
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B.7.5 Fire and Emergency Service 
The Snohomish County Fire District No. 1 provides fire and emergency services to the City of Edmonds under a 
twenty-year interlocal agreement signed in 2010. The nearest fire station to the project area is Fire Station 17 
located at 275 Sixth Avenue North.   The station is staffed by five professional firefighters around the clock and 
consists of one engine company, one aid vehicle, and one medic vehicle (Snohomish County Fire District No. 1 
2016).  

Train passage with gate closures across Main Street and Dayton Street prevents timely delivery of emergency 
services to the west side of the BNSF railroad tracks. On the west side of the tracks, there are an active Senior 
Center, a marina with storage for 894 boats, a nationally significant salt-water dive park, three separate waterfront 
parks, several office buildings, two four- to five- story condominium buildings, several single-family homes, a 
popular dog park and pet exercise area, three restaurants, and the State Ferry Terminal. The marina also is home 
to the Fire District 1 emergency response boat. All of these are frequent users of paramedic, fire, and police 
services. 

Delayed emergency responses of several minutes are not uncommon, and delays will increase in frequency and 
duration with increased train traffic.  On at least one occasion, heavy train traffic prevented an emergency vehicle 
carrying a critical patient to the hospital from getting off the arriving ferry. 

Fire and emergency calls west of the BNSF tracks during the period July 1, 2010 to December 8, 2015 numbered 
299. Of those calls, 121 resulted in basic life support services and 72 in advanced life support services. There 
were 14 fires and eight water-related rescues. Response times ranged from 2 minutes and 2 seconds to just over 
thirty minutes.   

B.7.6 Police 

Police services are provided by the Edmonds Police Department, located at 250 5th Avenue North. Staff totals 64 
persons, including 53 commissioned personnel (Edmonds, 2016c).  

During the period 2010-2015, police responded to 33 collisions on or adjacent to Main Street west of 2nd Avenue, 
and 56 collisions on or adjacent to Dayton Street west of 2nd Avenue. During this same period, the Washington 
State Patrol responded to 47 accidents on SR-104 in the immediate vicinity of the ferry terminal (Main Street to 
Dayton Street).   

B.7.7 Schools, Hospitals, Churches 

The Edmonds School District provides K-12 education for Edmonds, Woodway, Mountlake Terrace, and 
Lynnwood. The nearest elementary schools to the project area are Edmonds Elementary, Sherwood Elementary, 
and Westgate Elementary. Edmonds-Woodway High School is located several miles east of the project area as is 
Edmonds Community College. 

Swedish Medical Center – Edmonds is located near the high school and is the major hospital serving Edmonds. 

There are several churches in downtown Edmonds, though none are in the immediate project area. 

B.8 NOISE 

According to monitoring done as part of the Edmonds Crossing project, existing ambient noise levels (vehicular 
traffic and other background noise sources, except trains) at various locations west of the railroad tracks ranged 
from 43 dBA-Leq (dBA are decibels on an A-weighted scale that approximate the response of the human ear; Leq 
levels are hourly equivalent sound pressure levels) to 59 dBA-Leq, compared to the FHWA peak-hour impact 
criterion of 67 dBA-Leq. The locations with the loudest sound levels were Brackett Park South (59 dBA); and the 
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residences just north of Dayton Avenue west of Railroad Avenue (57 dBA). These calculations were based on on-
site sound measurements and calculations of 2002 traffic peak-hour noise levels (CH2M Hill 2003). 

Measurements of ferry noise were also made as part of the Edmonds Crossing analysis. Maximum noise levels of 
ferry operations at the Edmonds terminal ranged from 55 to 65 dBA at 100 feet. Typical nose levels during 
launching and docking was 60 dBA. The ferry horn is sounded during ferry arrivals and departures per maritime 
safely rules and, thus, their noise levels were not quantified (CH2M HILL 2003).  

Noise levels of passing trains were measured at 87 dBA at 100 feet from the tracks. The typical noise level of the 
train horn, which is sounded as a train approached a grade crossing, is 95 to 100 dBA at 100 feet (CH2M HILL 
2003). The use of the horn is required for safe operations, though alternatives such as wayside horns can be 
used and are proposed for Edmonds.    

B.9 PARKS AND RECREATION 

There are seven parks within or adjacent to the project area operated and maintained by the City of Edmonds. 

 Marina Beach Park, 470 Admiral Way.  Benches, BBQs, cartop boat launch, trail, picnic tables, 
restrooms, volleyball net. 

 Olympic Beach, 200 Admiral Way. Fishing Pier, benches, picnic table, restroom, public art 
 Brackett’s Landing South, 100 Railroad Avenue S. Public art, picnic tables, trail, benches. 
 Brackett’s Landing North, Main St/Railroad Ave. Basketball court, BBQ, picnic tables, playground. The 

Brackett's Landing Shoreline Sanctuary Conservation Area (Edmonds Underwater Park) is located 
offshore and is a prime diving site with over 20,000 dives per year. The site is leased by WDFW to the 
City of Edmonds. 
(http://wdfw.wa.gov/fishing/commercial/crab/pugetsound/bracketts_landing_shoreline_conservation_area.
pdf) 

 Sunset Avenue, at Sunset Avenue N.  Benches, picnic tables, walkways. 
 Richard F. Anway Park, 131 Sunset. Concession stands, picnic table, public art, restrooms, vending 

machines. 
 Edmonds Marsh, 180 W. Dayton Street. Viewing platforms, boardwalk, and trail. 

The Edmonds Marina, located between Marina Beach Park and Olympic Beach Park, includes 662 wet moorage 
slips and 232 dry storage spaces. Guest moorage is provided for overnight and short-term stays. Other facilities 
include showers, restrooms, fuel, and boat launch. The facility is owned and operated by the Port of Edmonds. 

The Edmonds terminal of the Washington State Ferries is located at the end of Main Street. While primarily a 
means of transportation, the ferry route to Kingston also serves a recreational role as it transport sightseers 
across Puget Sound. 

The Willow Creek (Deer Creek) Fish Hatchery, 95 Pine Street, adjacent to Edmonds Marsh, includes a wildlife 
habitat and native plant demonstration garden.  

B.10 SOCIAL/ECONOMIC 

B.10.1 Population 

The U.S. Census Bureau estimates that 2014 population of Edmonds at 40,896, up from 39,698 at the time of the 
2010 census. This represents a 3% growth, compared to a 5% growth in Washington State as a whole. The city’s 

residents are older than the state average, with 19.1% aged 65 and over, compared to 12.3% state-wide.  

There is one residential condominium on the west side of the railroad tracks. There are also several live-a-boards 
in the marina.  

http://wdfw.wa.gov/fishing/commercial/crab/pugetsound/bracketts_landing_shoreline_conservation_area.pdf
http://wdfw.wa.gov/fishing/commercial/crab/pugetsound/bracketts_landing_shoreline_conservation_area.pdf
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Ethnically, Edmonds is predominately white (80.5%), with 5.3% Hispanic or Latino, 7.1% Asian, 4.1% two or more 
races, 2.6% Black or African American, 0.7% American Indian or Alaska Native, and 0.3% Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander.  State-wide, the white population represents 77.3% of the total population. 

B.10.2 Employment and Income 

The median household income (2010-2014) was $72,926, compared to $60,294 in the state. Persons below 
poverty level in Edmonds represented 9.1% of the city’s population; the comparable state figure was 13.2%.  

(Sources: U.S. Census Bureau 2016).  

Unemployment in Edmonds was at 4.7% in March 2016, compared to the Washington State rate of 5.8%. 
Unemployment peaked at 10.1% in 2010 (11.2% in the state that same year). (Source: HomeFacts 2016; U. S. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016)  

B.10.3 Housing 

Median value of owner occupied housing (2010-2014) for Edmonds was $381,500 versus $257,200 in the state. 
The average assessed value of a typical residence in 2016 was $428,400 (Snohomish County Assessor’s Annual 

Report for 2016 Taxes), with a tax rate of 10.2593 and a typical tax bill of $4,395. 

B.10.4 Waterfront Economics 

The Port of Edmonds Marina is a principal business on the west side of the railroad tracks. With 662 slips and dry 
storage for an additional 232 vessels, the marina is a major draw along the Edmonds waterfront. There is a one- 
to four-year waiting list for slips for vessels larger than 31 feet; slips for smaller vessels are more easily obtained. 
Thirty short-term slips are available.  

Two restaurants and several office buildings complete the business make-up of the waterfront.   

B.10.5 Ferry Terminal Economics 

The Edmonds Crossing FEIS looked at the relationship between the local Edmonds economy and the Edmond 
Ferry Terminal and route. While difficult to isolate the specific economic relationship due to the multitude of 
factors including lack of subarea specific economic data. The FEIS did look at a special case in 1995 where the 
ferry terminal was out of service in February of that year for reconstruction (passenger service continued to be 
provided). During that specific period, year-to-year change in sales and use tax distributions were actually up 
19.7% from February 1994, “suggesting that the limited service at the ferry terminal did not negatively impact the 

City’s retail sales and may even have contributed to increased sales.” It is possible, though, that sales in the 

immediate area may have been down, offset by increases in other parts of the City. An Edmonds Chamber of 
Commerce survey “reported that retail businesses generally felt the greatest impact from the auto ferry closure” 

(CH2M Hill 2003). 

B.11 TRANSPORTATION 

B.11.1 Roadways 

The City of Edmonds has developed a roadway functional classification system. Principal arterials serving the 
project area include all of SR-104 from I-5 (Mountlake Terrace) to the ferry terminal, SR-524 from I-5 (Lynnwood) 
to downtown Edmonds, Third Avenue S/N between Pine Street and Caspers Street, Pine Street between SR-304 
and 3rd Avenue S. Minor arterials include 5th Avenue S., and Main Street. Dayton Street, Admiral Way, and 
Sunset Ave N are classified at collectors. All other streets in the near the project area are considered local streets 
(see Figure 11.1). SR-104 is the approval haul route between I-5 and downtown Edmonds and the ferry terminal. 
Truck hauling on SR-524 west of 76th Avenue W is specifically prohibited by the City (Edmonds 2015c).  
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Figure B-7. Roadway Network and Classifications, City of Edmonds 

 

Source: Edmonds GIS 

 

Traffic at both the Main Street and Dayton Street intersections with SR-104 operate in free flow conditions 

according to the Edmonds Comprehensive Transportation Plan. In transportation parlance, level of service 

denotes how free-flowing traffic conditions are at a given intersection or roadway segment. LOS A connotes an 

intersection delay of ten seconds or less, while LOS F connotes delays exceeding 80 seconds (see table 11.1). As 

shown in Table 11.2, LOS at the three intersections in or adjacent to the project area are all operating at LOS A 

or B, both now and projected in 2035 which signifies very little delay at intersections.    

Table B-7. Motor vehicle LOS thresholds at signalized intersections 

LOS Control Delay per vehicle 
(seconds per vehicle) 

A ≤ 10 

B > 10-20 

C > 20-35 

D > 35-55 

E > 55-80 

F > 80 

Source: Federal Highway Administration 2004.  
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Table B-8. Level of Service at Key Intersections in Project Area, 2015 and 2035 

 2015 LOS 2015 Seconds of 
Delay 

2035 LOS 
Projection 

2035 Seconds of 
Delay Projection 

SR-104 and Dayton A 7 B 10 

SR-104 and Main A 7 A 8 

Main and 3rd Ave 
(SR-524) 

B 8 B 16 

Source: Edmonds 2015c 

 

The traffic operations issue is not average daily traffic but related to ferry ingress and egress pulses, and traffic 
interruptions when a train is crossing the intersections of Main and/or Dayton Streets. The 1998 design report for 
the Edmonds Ferry Terminal showed that an intermodal train would block an intersection for 3.5 minutes, a freight 
train for 3.0 minutes, and a passenger train for 1.5 minutes (WSDOT 1998). When that report was undertaken, 
the frequency of train crossings averaged one every 42 minutes.  Train volumes have increased since then (both 
freight and passenger), as have the length of some freight/intermodal trains. 

Recently, Washington State Ferries has begun tracking ferry delays due specifically to train operations. In the 
thirty-day period from November 15 through December 12, 2015, there were ten delays attributed to railroad 
crossing issues. Two of those were caused by problems with the railroad crossing gate (two ferries left with only 
walk-on passengers; several other cross-sound trips were cancelled), while the others were due to one or two 
trains crossing Main Street. Delays to ferry operations ranged from 3 to 15 minutes. Overall, the on-time 
performance (within ten minutes of schedule) of the Edmonds-Kingston route is 98% in 2015.   

Accident figures presented in the Comprehensive Transportation Plan show that the intersection of Main Street 
and 3rd Avenue has the highest collision rate in the city, with 1.4 collisions per one million vehicles entering the 
intersection. Collision rates at the SR-104 intersections were at a lower rate as shown in Table 11.2. 

During the period 2010-2015, police responded to 33 collisions on or adjacent to Main Street west of 2nd Avenue, 
and 56 collisions on or adjacent to Dayton Street west of 2nd Avenue. During this same period, the Washington 
State Patrol responded to 47 accidents on SR-104 in the immediate vicinity of the ferry terminal (Main Street to 
Dayton Street). 

 

Table B-9. Collision Rates at Key Intersections in Project Area 

 Accidents (1/2009 – 9/2014) Collisions per one million entering 
vehicles 

SR-104 and Dayton 21 0.7 

SR-104 and Main 19 1.2 

Main and 3rd Ave (SR-524) 28 1.4 

Source: Edmonds 2015c 
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B.11.2 Transit  

Edmonds Station on Railroad Avenue between Dayton and Main Streets serves as the terminal for several bus 
routes serving downtown Edmonds, as well Amtrak and Sounder commuter trains. The Edmonds Ferry terminal is 
across the street at Main.   

Transit service is provided by Community Transit. 

 Route 116 provides half-hourly (hourly on weekends) service to the Lynnwood Transit Center, Alderwood 
Mall, Mill Creek, and Silver Firs.  

 Route 130 provides half-hourly (hourly on weekends) service to the Aurora Village Transit Center, the 
Mountlake Terrace Transit Center, and the Lynnwood Transit Center. This route serves Railroad Avenue 
between Main and Dayton Streets (southbound). 

 Route 196 provides half-hourly (hourly on weekends) service via 196th Street SW to Alderwood Mall.  
 Route 416 provides peak hour trips to downtown Seattle on weekday mornings and five return trips 

weekday afternoons via Edmonds Way and Interstate 5. 

B.11.3 Rail 

The BNSF mainline, on which Amtrak and Sounder operate, passes through downtown Edmonds. It is also major 
freight corridor with intermodal, oil, coal trains. Approximately 43 trains pass through Edmonds daily (2014). 
Figure 11.2 shows trains volumes through Edmonds from 1970 to 2015, plus projections for 2020-2030 prepared 
for Pacific Northwest Railroad Coalition (December 2011). Those projections employed “moderate growth” and 

“high growth” scenarios, and forecast average daily train traffic of 63 to 70 trains by 2020 and 75 to 87 by 2030.  

They also forecast peak day train volumes of between 69 and 77 by 2020, and between 83 and 96 by 2030. The 
WSDOT Rail Plan (December 2013) forecasts an average of 64 trains/day by 2035. 

According to data provided by BNSF for one day in February 2016 (Wagner 2016), gate closures at Dayton and 
Main Streets totally 100 minutes out of 1434 minutes, meaning that the crossings were closed 7% of the time and 
had an average closure time of 2.01 minutes. 

An analysis of 24 hour per day videotapes recorded by the City of Edmonds during a two week period in June 
2012, showed a daily average of 37 gate closures, totaling 1 hour 20 minutes per day. This translates into an 
average closure duration of 2.16 minutes, representing 5.6% of the time. A daily average of 10.6 delays in loading 
or unloading operations of the Edmonds-Kingston ferry were recorded (note that the ferry may still have departed 
on time depending on timing and duration of gate closure). Pedestrians were delayed on average of 10 times per 
day, while emergency vehicles were delayed a somewhat under 1 time per day (0.75 per day). 

Sound Transit operates Sounder commuter rail service to downtown Seattle with four weekday morning trips 
southbound and four weekday return trips in the afternoon. The afternoon trips continue on to Mukilteo and 
Everett. The morning Sounder trains carry 157-263 passengers based on January 2016 counts and an average 
daily total of 816. The evening trains carry 188-213 passengers and an average daily total of 803. Spring 2015 
counts showed approximately 285 daily boardings at Edmonds. Ridership growth over the past year was at 27%, 
making the likely boardings at Edmonds in the 325 to 350 range. Special event trains operate for selected Mariner 
and Sounder matches and weekend Seahawk games. The weekday commuter trains typically operate with 2 or 3 
cars, while special event trains operate with 5 cars; 7 for Seahawks games (Moore, personal communication, 
2016). Access to Edmonds Station according to a 2012 origin-destination survey conducted by Sound Transit 
showed 14% walked, 62% drive alone, 12% were dropped off, 1% arrived via carpool, 2% rode their bikes, 8% 
transferred from other means (bus or ferry), and 1% by other means. 

Two park-and-ride lots serving the Edmonds Station have a combined utilization of 90%, with 152 stalls used out 
of 156 at Edmonds Station and 82 of 103 stalled at the Edmonds Station Leased Lot. Utilization remains 
consistent across October and December 2015 and January 2016 (Moore, 2016). A February 2015 license plate 
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survey of the two Edmonds Station lots showed that 60-71% of users were from Edmonds and 87-96% from 
Snohomish County. Additional details are shown in Table 11-3. 

Amtrak operates three north/eastbound trains and three southbound trains each day. The two northbound trains 
serve Everett, Stanwood, Mount Vernon, Bellingham, and Vancouver BC; while the eastbound train (Empire 
Builder) serves Chicago via Spokane, Minneapolis/St Paul and other intermediate stops. The three southbound 
trains serve Seattle, with one continuing on to Portland via intermediate stops. Both Sounder and Amtrak trains 
stop at Edmonds Station, adjacent to the bus stop and the ferry terminal. 

Figure -8. Daily Train Crossings and Projections at Edmonds, 1970-2035. 
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Table B-10. Park-and-ride Lot Usage, Edmonds Station, 2015. 

 Edmonds Station Lot Edmonds Station Leased Lot 

Vehicles Percent Vehicles Percent 

Edmonds 79 60% 49 71% 

Snohomish County 114 87% 66 96% 

<1 mile 14 11% 6 9% 

1-2 miles 37 28% 31 45% 

2-3 miles 34 26% 17 25% 

3-4 miles 11 8% 4 6% 

4-5 miles 9 7% 3 4% 

5+ miles 26 20% 8 12% 

Source: Sound Transit, 2015a, 2015b. 

 

B.11.4 Ferries 

Washington State Ferries operates vehicular and passenger ferry service between Edmonds and Kingston on the 
Kitsap Peninsula. Service operates every 40-60 minutes, with a crossing time of less than 30 minutes. The 
passenger terminal is at Railroad Avenue at Main Street, while the vehicular toll booth is at Sunset Avenue at 
Dayton Street. Total passengers carried in 2015 numbered 4,103,307, a 2.5% increase over 2014. Vehicles 
totaled 2,124,721, vehicle passengers 1,386,952, and total walk-on passengers 591,634 (WSF 2016). 

The Edmonds-Kingston ferry route has the highest cross-sound freight traffic volume in the Washington State 
Ferry System. In 2015, 49,008 trucks (vehicles 22 feet and over) used this route, a slight decrease from 2014. 
Only the Mukilteo-Clinton route carried more total trucks (58,839) (WSF 2016).   

B.11.5 Non-motorized 

Edmonds has designated bike routes on both Dayton and Main Streets, as well as in the vicinity of the marina. A 
formal bike lane exists on Sunset Avenue N north of Main Street. Most if not all downtown streets have pedestrian 
sidewalks on both sides of the street. ADA ramps exist at all major intersections, though many are of an older 
variety.     

B.11.6 Comprehensive Transportation Plan 

Edmonds issued their latest Comprehensive Transportation Plan in 2015. One of the key recommendations is 
addressing the at-grade crossing issue along the Edmonds Waterfront.  

 Railroad  use  for  freight  transport  has  greatly  increased  and  is  expected  to  increase  even  more  
in  the future.  The frequency and greater length of trains means that access between the west side and 
east side of the rail is blocked for longer periods of time.  This has significant implications for people 
needing to access either side—whether for emergency, business, residential, recreational, or other 
needs.  

 A priority of the city has been to find a solution to the at-grade railroad crossings at Main and Dayton 
Streets to the waterfront. The need is evident for providing emergency access, pedestrian/bicycle access, 
and access to the ferry and other land uses. Various options have been discussed, each with certain 
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advantages, disadvantages, and costs. To determine the best option(s), the city has secured funds as 
part of the 2015 Legislative transportation package. 

This project and memorandum is a direct result of this funding effort. 

B.12 VISUAL RESOURCES 

B.12.1 Views 

The project area begins at sea-level and gently rises to the east through downtown Edmonds. In the southern 
reaches of the project area, a steep bluff (Point Edwards bluff) is located to the east. Views from the project area 
to the west are of Puget Sound, the Kitsap Peninsula, and the Olympic Mountains. These views are generally 
available along the shoreline and from certain upland locations. Existing vegetation and development partially 
obstruct views toward the west (CH2M HILL 2003).  

The project area is comprised of several visual resource zones. The southern waterfront is centered on the 
Marina Beach Park. A sandy beach, flat grassy area, an off-leash dog area, and paved parking are the main 
visual elements. The Edmonds Marine Walkway meanders through the zone.  

The central waterfront consists of the Edmonds Marina. The breakwater, marina slips (including many covered 
slips), motorboats and sailboats, upland buildings, and paved parking. The Edmonds Marine Walkway cuts 
through the area. Trees line both sides of Admiral Way on the eastern edge of the marina. Views of the water are 
generally blocked by the covered slips. Dry boat storage on the southern portion of the marina also blocks views. 

The north waterfront is composed of several shoreline parks, commercial and residential buildings, surface 
parking, and the ferry terminal. The Edmonds Marine Walkway connects the marina with Brackett’s Landing 

South, the ferry terminal, and Brackett’s Landing North. With the exception of the ferry terminal, there is a sandy 
beach throughout this zone. The two parks include landscaped areas and there is a paved parking area north of 
Main Street for park patrons. The ferry terminal itself includes an overwater vehicle parking and loading area, as 
well as an elevated and enclosed pedestrian structure to facilitate loading and offloading of passengers. The 
structure runs parallel to, and just to the south of, Main Street which minimized view blockage. Views from the 
waterfront are of Puget Sound, Kitsap Peninsula, and the Olympic Mountains.  

The railroad tracks and Edmonds Station separate the water-side zones from downtown Edmonds and the 
Edmonds Marsh. Edmonds Marsh is a natural, undeveloped open space with interpretative overlooks and walking 
trails. The Point Edwards bluff rises to the south (with an elevation gain of 160 feet). Views toward Puget Sound 
from the marsh are obstructed by the marina complex. The bluff is identified as a “visual landmark” in the 

Edmonds Downtown/Waterfront Plan (Edmonds 1994). A condominium project has been developed on the 
hillside.     

Downtown Edmonds is located on a gently-rising landmass and characterized by low-rise buildings, surface 
parking facilities, sidewalks, landscaping, the ferry vehicle holding area, and urban landscaping. Some water 
views are available, primarily from Main Street looking west. The Harbor Square complex south of Main Street is 
made up of low-rise buildings and paved parking, with landscaping.  

North of Main Street and upland of the railroad tracks is a residential area consisting of single-family and 
multifamily structures. There are water and mountain views to the west from along Sunset Avenue.   

B.12.2 Viewers 

The sensitivity of viewers to the visual environment is a function of viewer activity, awareness, and exposure. The 
principal views of the project area are from Puget Sound, surrounding neighborhoods or zones (as discussed 
above), and from persons travelling through by car, train, or non-motorized means. As mentioned earlier, the main 
views from the project areas are to the west – the Sound, Kitsap Peninsula, and the Olympics.  
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Pedestrians and bicyclists are one of the most sensitive viewer groups, especially when engaging in recreational 
activities. The various waterfront parks, the fishing pier, and waterfront walkways have panoramic views to the 
west. The Edmonds Marsh trails ae also frequented by recreational users, with the intended views primarily of 
wildlife. In general, users of these parks and facilities would be highly sensitive to changes in the views. The 
duration of their viewing would generally be for as long as they are along the shoreline or in the marsh area.  

The other sensitive viewers would be residents – along Railroad Avenue, along North Sunset Avenue, and on the 
Point Edwards Bluff. The duration of these views are the longest. Residents further removed from the shoreline 
experience partially or fully obstructed views.  

Motorists traveling to and through Edmonds constitute the largest viewer group. Over 11,000 passengers use the 
Edmonds ferry terminal daily, experiencing panoramic views of the Sound and project area (WSF, 2016). Persons 
arriving by vehicle see the project area as they approach the Edmonds Marsh. Persons waiting in the ferry queue 
have few opportunities to view the waterfront due to development between SR-104 and the waterfront.  
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B.13 WATER QUALITY 

B.13.1 Puget Sound 

Through Ecology’s BEACH program, Snohomish County conducts weekly water quality monitoring of recreational 
areas from May through September, for bacteria that may pose a risk to people using the waterfront.  Within 
Edmonds, water quality is monitored at Marina Beach Park (South Edmonds) and Edmonds Underwater Park. 
Snohomish County Beach Watchers sampled two beaches along the Edmonds waterfront each week from May 
18 through August 31, 2015. As shown in the 2015 results for each beach presented in table 13.1, bacteria results 
were substantially below the limits. On one day, June 22, bacteria results at the Marine Beach Park were in the 
swimming advisory range. Resampling showed low bacteria levels. On the same day at the Underwater Park, 
results were very high (in the swimming closure range). Again, resampling showed lower bacteria levels. 

Table B-11. Bacteria Levels at Selected Parks on Edmonds Waterfront, Summer 2015 

Bacteria Results Compared to 
Standards 

Geometric Mean 90th Percentile 

EPA swimming Standard <=35 <=276 

Edmonds Marine Beach Park 16 42 

Edmonds Underwater Park 22 87 

Source: Ecology 2015. 

 

B.13.2 Lakes and Streams 

Within the project area, Willow Creek and Shellabarger Creek flow into Puget Sound through gorges downcut in 
the steep bluffs. Willow Creek, which lies mostly within Woodway, flows into the Edmonds Marsh along the base 
of the hillside of the former Unocal site where it mixes with flows from Shellabarger Creek before flowing through 
a series of ditches and culverts into Puget Sound south of the marina (Edmonds 2007).  

B.13.3 Flood Hazard Areas 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 100-year floodplain designations within the project area 
are limited to the Puget Sound shoreline and Edmonds Marsh (EDAW 2004). Some flooding has occurred along 
the coast, but more serious flooding has occurred in areas adjacent to the Edmonds Marsh/Shellebarger Creek in 
recent years (Edmonds 2007). 

B.13.4 Shoreline Modifications 

The shoreline adjacent to the downtown area and south to the county border is characterized by low or no banks; 
however, the low banks have been bulkheaded or armored and filled by buildings and road. As discussed in the 
Edmonds Shoreline Characterization Study, rock groins, ferry dock, a parking lot, a fishing pier, a marina and 
breakwater have resulted in a modified shoreline hydrology. Nearshore drift is “interrupted, reduced, or shifted 
seaward by these structures, causing drift sediment and organic material to drop into subtidal, rather than 
intertidal areas.”   

B.13.5 Climate Change and Sea-level Rise 

Puget Sound is expected to experience sea-level rise due to climate change in the coming years. The University 
of Washington’s Climate Change Impacts group has prepare predictions as to the amount of sea-level rise and 
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range from a low of 4 inches to a high of 56 inches, with the most likely being 24 inches of water surface elevation 
rise by 2100 (USCCI, 2015).  

Assuming the land is uplifting at a rate of about 0.4±0.6 inch/decade (a middle estimate for Puget Sound), the 
relative rise in sea level projected for the latitude of Seattle, relative to 2000, is shown in table 13.2. 

Table B-12. Predicted Sea-level rise at latitude of Seattle relative to the Year 2000 

Year Median rise Range  

2030 + 3 inches -2 inches to +9 inches 

2050 + 7 inches -1 inch to +19 inches 

2100 +24 inches +4 inches to +56 inches 

Source: University of Washington Climate Impacts Group, Climate Change in Puget Sound, November, 2015 
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APPENDIX C - LEVEL 1 CONCEPTS AND SCREENING 

C.1 LEVEL 1 EVALUATION MATRICES 

Table C-13. Concepts Not Considered Further/Do Not Address Purpose and Need 
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Disposition 
Identifier 

No. Solution Concepts  

Roadway Overpass  

Overpass 
2A 

Marina Beach Park/Edmonds Crossing area from 
relocated ferry terminal flyover – south loop        

Concept relies upon Edmonds Crossing (Ferry 1) which 
has is removed from consideration. 

Overpass 
2B 

Marina Beach Park/Edmonds Crossing area from 
relocated ferry terminal flyover – north ramp        

Concept relies upon Edmonds Crossing (Ferry 1) which 
has is removed from consideration. 

Overpass 
3 

Near Edmonds Yacht Club 
       

Concept does not meet purpose and need and is not 
considered further. 

Overpass 
4A 

Dayton Street Connecting at Railroad Avenue 
North of Dayton 

       

Deleted in favor of Overpass 4B. 

 

Overpass 
8 

Extension of Bell Street to Brackett’s Landing 
North Park        

Too steep; deleted in favor of Overpass 9 

Overpass 
10 

Near Haines Wharf Park 
       

Concept does not meet purpose and need and is not 
considered further. 

Roadway Underpass 

Underpass 
2 

Dayton Street for all travel modes 
       

 

Railroad Modifications  

Railroad 1 Train Trench: Full clearance under both Main & 
Dayton 

       

BNSF will not accept any change in the horizontal or 
vertical alignment of the railrad tracks per 2/11/2016 Task 
Force Meeting 

Railroad 2 Train Trench: Full clearance under Main Street, 
with raised roadway at Dayton 

       

BNSF will not accept any change in the horizontal or 
vertical alignment of the railrad tracks per 2/11/2016 Task 
Force Meeting 
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Disposition 
Identifier 

No. Solution Concepts  

Railroad 3 Combination Rail Underpass plus Roadway 
Overpass 

       

BNSF will not accept any change in the horizontal or 
vertical alignment of the railrad tracks per 2/11/2016 Task 
Force Meeting 

Railroad 4 Combination Rail Overpass plus Roadway 
Underpass 

       

BNSF will not accept any change in the horizontal or 
vertical alignment of the railrad tracks per 2/11/2016 Task 
Force Meeting 

Railroad 5 Elevated rail to pass over road crossings 

       

BNSF will not accept any change in the horizontal or 
vertical alignment of the railrad tracks per 2/11/2016 Task 
Force Meeting 

Railroad 6 Relocate tracks into tunnel beneath Edmonds 

       

BNSF will not accept any change in the horizontal or 
vertical alignment of the railrad tracks per 2/11/2016 Task 
Force Meeting 

Railroad 7 Double-track to optimize train passage and reduce 
passing time        

This project is already planned by BNSF 

Railroad 8 Relocate Freight Rail Traffic to Eastern Subdivision 

       

BNSF will not accept any change in the horizontal or 
vertical alignment of the railrad tracks per 2/11/2016 Task 
Force Meeting 

Operational 

Ops 1 Limit the daily number of long trains passing 
through crossings 

       

BNSF does not have the ability to locally schedule such 
trains as they are “built” in other locantions and scheduled 

to meet customer needs. The number of trains is a 
response to costomer demands, which vary.  

Ops 2 Operate long trains only at night 

       

There is no capacity to store the trains to run them only at 
night. 

Ops 3 Synchronize ferry schedule and train crossings to 
reduce conflicts        

Operationally, BNSF cannot implement the concepts’ 

restrictions on the timing of the freight rail traffic. 

Ops 4 Emergency signals to halt trains short of Main 
Street and Dayton Street        

This concept should be implemented separately as a 
near-term solution to complement other concepts 

Ops 5 Advance notification of hazardous cargo shipments 
on trains        

BNSF stated they would not do this. 
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Disposition 
Identifier 

No. Solution Concepts  

Ops 6 Improve emergency operation of crossing gates 

       

BNSF stated they would not do this. No one is authorized 
to provide an emergency way to cross when gates are 
down. 

Ops 7 Tsunami evacuation plan 
       

This plan could be developed outside of this process, and 
could be undertaken directly by the City. 

On-Site Improvements 

On-site 1 Emergency first aid training to employees on west 
side of railroad tracks 

       

Many people are trained in first aid on the west side of the 
tracks, including Port and WSF staff. Identify an action 
plan to let everyone know, develop a commnication plan. 
This can happen outside of this Alternatives Analysis 
process. 

On-site 3 Helipad 

    
 

   

Helipad implementation does not require construction. Not 
part of study, but City to identify a north location, and a 
south location, and develop an action plan today and let 
public know. 

On-Site 4 At-grade crosswalk improvements at Dayton Street 
and Railroad Avenue        

This action may be undertaken separately from the 
Waterfront Study. 

On-Site 5 At-grade crosswalk improvements at Main Street 
and Railroad Avenue        

This action may be undertaken separately from the 
Waterfront Study. 
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Table C-14. Level 1 Concepts Moving Forward to Level 2 Alternatives Analysis 
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Disposition 

Identifier 
No. 

Solution Concepts 

Roadway Overpass 

Overpass 1 South end of Admiral Way from lower yard at Unocal site 
(“Pine Street Extension”) 

       

Move to Level 2. Consider revising alignment further into 
hillside and utilize existing easement located near 
condominium complex. 

 

Overpass 4B Dayton Street Connecting at Admiral Way South of Dayton 

       

Move to Level 2  

 

Overpass 5 Pedestrian and Bicycle Overpass at Mid-block, near Senior 
Center 

       

Move to Level 2 

 

Overpass 7A Pedestrian and Bicycle Overpass Spanning Railroad 
Avenue from Brackett’s Landing South to Transit Center 

       

Move to Level 2. Combine 7A-D into one Alternative that 
connects Brackett North Park, WSF overhead passenger 
loading, transit center and Downtown Edmonds (spanning 
ferry lanes completely) 

 

Overpass 7B Pedestrian and Bicycle Overpass Spanning Railroad 
Avenue and Main Street Connecting WSF, Transit Center 
and Downtown 

       

Move to Level 2. Combine 7A-D into one Alternative that 
connects Brackett North Park, WSF overhead passenger 
loading, transit center and Downtown Edmonds (spanning 
ferry lanes completely) 

 

Overpass 7C Pedestrian and Bicycle Overpass Spanning Railroad 
Avenue and Sunset Connecting WSF, Transit Center and 
Downtown 

       

Move to Level 2. Combine 7A-D into one Alternative that 
connects Brackett North Park, WSF overhead passenger 
loading, transit center and Downtown Edmonds (spanning 
ferry lanes completely) 

 

Overpass 7D Pedestrian and Bicycle Overpass Spanning Railroad 
Avenue and Ferry Loading/ Unloading 

       

Move to Level 2. Combine 7A-D into one Alternative that 
connects Brackett North Park, WSF overhead passenger 
loading, transit center and Downtown Edmonds (spanning 
ferry lanes completely) 
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Disposition 

Identifier 
No. 

Solution Concepts 

Overpass 9 Extension of Edmonds Street to Brackett’s Landing Park 

North Park 
       

Move to Level 2 

 

Roadway Underpass 

Underpass 3 Salish Crossing (north of Dayton) undercrossing for small 
service vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles only 

       

Move to Level 2   

 

Underpass 4 Main Street undercrossing for small service vehicles, 
pedestrians, bicycles only 

       

Move to Level 2   

 

On-site Improvements 

On-Site 2 Station emergency response staff and equipment on west 
side of railroad tracks        

Move to Level 2. Consider implementing this project in the 
near-term. 

Ferry Terminal Modifications 

Ferry 3 Mid-Waterfront Concept (vehicle storage @ Harbor Square 
w/ trestle at Dayton St.) 

       

Move to Level 2. This concept provides an alternative to 
Edmonds Crossing and current ferry terminal 
improvements. 

Ferry 4 Multimodal Transit Center Garage and ferry vehicle 
storage, accessed from Dayton Street with flyover to Ferry 
trestle 

       

Move to Level 2. Combine with Ferry 8 concept for best 
solution. 

 

Overpass 6 Main Street (including ferry loading) 

       

Move to Level 2 

 

Ferry 5 Underground Ferry holding  with pedestrian bridge 
extended 

       

Move to Level 2. Combine with Underpass 1. 

 

Underpass 1 Main Street (including Ferry Lane) 

       

Move to Level 2. Combine with Ferry 5. 

Ferry 8 Surface parking at Salish Center with flyover at Main Street 

       

Move to Level 2. Combine with Ferry 4 for best fit. 
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C.2 LEVEL 1 CUT SHEETS 
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Full set of Level 1 Concept Cut Sheets to be included in Finalized Report 
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APPENDIX D - LEVEL 2 ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION 

D.1 LEVEL 2 EVALUATION MATRICIES 

Table D-1. Level 2 Screening Evaluation for Pedestrian/Bicycle Access Only Alternatives 

Pedestrian/Bicycle Access Only Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 
MIDBLOCK OVERPASS MAIN STREET OVERPASS MAIN STREET UNDERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

(1) Does the alternative improve reliable 
emergency response to the west side of the 
railroad tracks? 

Provides continuous access for emergency 
response by emergency personnel on foot.  
Overpass is located 11 blocks from Fire District 
Station 17 and lands between Dayton and Main 
Street on the waterfront. 



Provides continuous access for emergency 
response by emergency personnel on foot.  
Overpass is located 10 blocks from Fire District 
Station 17 and lands near the ferry terminal in 
Brackett’s Landing South. 



Provides continuous access for emergency 
response by emergency personnel on foot.  
Overpass is located 10 blocks from Fire District 
Station 17 and lands at the mid-point of the 
waterfront. 

(2) Does the alternative provide emergency 
evacuation of the waterfront? 



Provides a grade-separated route for evacuation 
by non-motorized means from the waterfront. 



Provides a grade-separated route for evacuation 
by non-motorized means from the waterfront. 



Provides a grade-separated route for evacuation 
by non-motorized means from the waterfront. 

(3) Does the alternative reduce delays to 
ferry loading/unloading of vehicles, bicycles 
and pedestrians? 



Does not reduce delays to normal 
loading/unloading operations. 

Provides a grade-separated route for pedestrians 
and bicycles to load/offload. 

Does not reduce delays to normal 
loading/unloading operations. 

Provides a grade-separated route for pedestrians 
and bicycles to load/offload. 

Does not reduce delays to normal 
loading/unloading operations. 

Provides a grade-separated route for pedestrians 
and bicycles to load/offload. 

(4) Does the alternative improve circulation 
and reduce delays and conflicts for 
pedestrians, bicycles, motorists and freight 
at roadway/railroad crossings? 

 



 



 

4(A) Provides continuous pedestrian and bicycle 
access? 



Provides a continuous connection over Railroad 
Avenue and BNSF tracks.  



Provides a continuous connection over Railroad 
Avenue and BNSF tracks to Brackett’s Landing 
Park South/ferry overhead loading. 

Provides a continuous connection under Railroad 
Avenue and BNSF tracks to Brackett’s Landing 

Park South. 

4(B) Provides continuous vehicle access? 



No direct improvement to continuous vehicle 
access. 



No direct improvement to continuous vehicle 
access. 



No direct improvement to continuous vehicle 
access. 

4(C) Reduces pedestrian and/or bicycle conflicts 
with other travel modes? 



Yes. It provides a grade separated crossing 
reducing conflicts between non-motorized modes 
and vehicles. 



Yes. It provides a grade separated crossing 
reducing conflicts between non-motorized modes 
and vehicles. The alternative will connect to the 
WSF Passenger Overhead Loading, which will 
allow non-motorized ferry users to directly access 
the transit center, which will reduce the number of 
conflicts with vehicles. 



Yes. It provides a grade separated crossing 
reducing conflicts between non-motorized modes 
and vehicles. It is likely this concept would be 
utilized less than the Main Street Overpass 
alternative as it is less convenient and requires 
greater vertical travel than the overpass. 

4(D) Reduces motorist conflicts with vehicles 
and other travel modes? 



It provides a grade separated crossing reducing 
motorist conflicts with non-motorized modes. 



It provides a grade separated crossing reducing 
motorist conflicts with non-motorized modes. The 
alternative will reduce the number of pedestrians 
crossing the intersection of Railroad Avenue and 



It provides a grade separated crossing reducing 
motorist conflicts with non-motorized modes. 
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Access Only Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 
MIDBLOCK OVERPASS MAIN STREET OVERPASS MAIN STREET UNDERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

Does not reduce motorist conflicts between 
vehicles.   

Main Street as the ferry unloads, provided that the 
alternative connects directly to the WSF 
Passenger Overhead Loading. 

Does not reduce motorist conflicts between 
vehicles.   

Does not reduce motorist conflicts between 
vehicles.   

4(E) Provides continuous freight mobility (via 
rail, via ferry) 



No direct improvement to circulation for motorists 
and freight. 



No direct improvement to circulation for motorists 
and freight. 



No direct improvement to circulation for motorists 
and freight. 

(5) Does the alternative provide safer and 
more efficient intermodal pedestrian 
passenger connectivity between ferry, 
commuter rail, bus transit for pedestrians, 
bicycles and motor vehicles? 



 



 



 

5(A) Ferry to/ from commuter rail and bus 
transit? 

 

Yes.  Provides grade separated connection across 
BNSF Right of Way to commuter rail and transit. 
The alternative is located directly adjacent the 
commuter rail station. It is 0.10 miles from the 
ferry terminal to the location of the crossing, and 
0.10 miles to the transit center.  

Yes.  Provides grade separated connection across 
BNSF Right of Way to commuter rail and transit. 
The alternative is located directly adjacent to the 
transit center, and 0.10 miles from the commuter 
rail station. 

 

Yes.  Provides grade separated connection across 
BNSF Right of Way to commuter rail and transit. 
The alternative is located directly adjacent to the 
transit center, and 0.10 miles from the commuter 
rail station. 

5(B) Ferry to/from downtown? 



Yes.  Provides grade separated connection for 
non-motorized access across BNSF Right of Way 
to downtown in vicinity of commuter rail station. 
This alternative is located approximately 0.10 
miles from the ferry terminal, and 0.10 miles from 
downtown. 

Yes.  Provides grade separated connection for 
non-motorized access across BNSF Right of Way 
to downtown in vicinity of the transit center. This 
alternative is located approximately 0.10 miles 
from downtown. 



Yes.  Provides grade separated connection for 
non-motorized access across BNSF Right of Way 
to downtown in vicinity of commuter rail station 
and the transit center. This alternative is located 
approximately 0.10 miles from downtown. 

5(C) Bus transit and commuter rail to/from 
downtown? 



Yes.  Provides grade separated connection from 
future west side platform, over BNSF right-of-way 
in vicinity of commuter rail station. This alternative 
is located approximately 0.10 miles from the 
transit center. 

Yes.  Provides grade separated connection from 
the ferry terminal, over BNSF right-of-way to the 
transit center. This alternative is approximately 
0.10 miles from the commuter rail station. 



Yes.  Provides grade separated connection from 
Brackett’s Landing Park South under BNSF right-
of-way to a location between the commuter rail 
station and the transit center. 

(6) Does the alternative fit with urban design 
concepts and community goals? 



 



 



 

6(A) Maintains views of Puget Sound and 
Olympic Mountains? 



The grade separated structure will not reduce 
views of the Puget Sound and Olympics due to 
surrounding buildings in the mid-block area. 

The grade separated structure will reduce views of 
the Puget Sound and Olympics from lower Main 
Street and adjoining Sunset Avenue. 

The alternative does not affect Puget Sound or 
Olympic Mountain views. 
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Access Only Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 
MIDBLOCK OVERPASS MAIN STREET OVERPASS MAIN STREET UNDERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

6(B) Provides opportunities for urban design to 
enhance aesthetics/experience? 



Alternative can incorporate urban design elements 
to enhance aesthetics/experience, and integrate 
with transit center aesthetics. 

Alternative promotes walkability in the 
waterfront/downtown area.  



Alternative can incorporate urban design elements 
to enhance aesthetics/experience and 
waterfront/downtown connectivity along Main 
Street. 

Alternative promotes walkability in the 
waterfront/downtown area. 

Limited opportunities to incorporate urban design 
elements. Constructs a trench separating 
Brackett’s Landing South Park from downtown. 

Below-grade passageways, without clear 
sightlines, are uninviting to users and offer cover 
for illicit activity. 

6(C) Compatible with Edmonds’ small-town 
ambience? 



The scale of the alternative will be compatible with 
small town ambience.  Minimizing overpass length 
and termini footprints would better support small-
town ambience. 

The scale of the alternative will be compatible with 
small town ambience.  Minimizing overpass length 
and termini footprints would better support small-
town ambience. 

The scale of the alternative will be compatible with 
small town ambience. 

6(D) Minimizes impacts to neighborhoods? 



Yes will minimize impacts to neighborhood due to 
small size and scale of alternative (comparatively), 
and its location near current transportation uses 
(parking lots and railroad tracks). 

Yes will minimize impacts to neighborhood due to 
size and scale of alternative, and its location in 
active transportation corridor. 



Yes will minimize impacts to neighborhood due to 
scale, below-grade configuration, and location.  

6(E) Minimizes impacts to businesses? 



Eastern terminus displaces space near the Amtrak 
building.  Note the Amtrak building will require 
modification when 2nd track is installed. 



Eastern terminus displaces restaurant on Main 
Street.  This impact may be avoidable if the 
eastern terminus is constructed using an elevator 
and stair set in lieu of ramps. 

Eastern terminus ramps encroach upon Transit 
Center. . 

6(F) Preserves use of parks and recreational 
assets? 



Western terminus encroaches into parking at 
community center. 



Western terminus encroaches into the NE corner 
of Brackett’s Landing Park South. 



Western terminus ramp encroaches into the east 
edge of Brackett’s Landing Park South. 

(7) Is the alternative consistent with 
Stakeholders’ current and future operations? 



 



 



 

7(A) City of Edmonds? 



Will improve access to City waterfront and parks 
for pedestrians and bicyclists. 



Will improve access to City waterfront and parks 
for pedestrians and bicyclists 



Will improve access to City waterfront and parks 
for pedestrians and bicyclists 

7(B) Washington State DOT? 



Allows continuous access to non-motorized 
passengers; however, movement of vehicles and 
freight will not benefit from this alternative. 

Allows continuous access to non-motorized 
passengers; however, movement of vehicles and 
freight will not benefit from this alternative. 

Allows continuous access to non-motorized 
passengers; however, movement of vehicles and 
freight will not benefit from this alternative. 

7(C) Washington State Ferries? 



Allows continuous access to non-motorized 
passengers; however, movement of vehicles and 
freight will not benefit from this alternative. 



Allows continuous access to non-motorized 
passengers; however, movement of vehicles and 
freight will not benefit from this alternative. 

Main Street corridor provides greater degree of 
WSF passenger benefit. 



Allows continuous access to non-motorized 
passengers; however, movement of vehicles and 
freight will not benefit from this alternative. 

Main Street corridor provides greater degree of 
WSF passenger benefit. 
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Access Only Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 
MIDBLOCK OVERPASS MAIN STREET OVERPASS MAIN STREET UNDERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

7(D) Port of Edmonds? 



Allows continuous access to non-motorized 
passengers; however, movement of vehicles and 
freight will not benefit from this alternative. 

This alternative is located closer to Port 
properties. 



Allows continuous access to non-motorized 
passengers; however, movement of vehicles and 
freight will not benefit from this alternative. 



Allows continuous access to non-motorized 
passengers; however, movement of vehicles and 
freight will not benefit from this alternative. 

7(E) Sound Transit? 



Yes.  Need for grade-separated pedestrian 
crossing anticipated with the installation of 2nd 
track.  Allows continuous access between east 
and (future) west platforms, facilitating pedestrian 
and bicycle passengers’ connections to transit, 

parking, and ferry. 

General location is optimal for Sounder 
passengers. 

Overpass termini must be located and configured 
to avoid conflicts with pedestrian movements and 
rail/transit operations. 



Yes.  Need for grade-separated pedestrian 
crossing anticipated with the installation of 2nd 
track.  Allows continuous access between east 
and (future) west platforms, facilitating pedestrian 
and bicycle passengers’ connections to transit, 

parking, and ferry. 

Location is more convenient to passengers 
making ferry connections. 



Yes.  Need for grade-separated pedestrian 
crossing anticipated with the installation of 2nd 
track.  Allows continuous access between east 
and (future) west platforms, facilitating pedestrian 
and bicycle passengers’ connections to transit, 

parking, and ferry. 

Location is more convenient to passengers 
making ferry connections, but less attractive that 
Main Street Overpass. 

7(F) Community Transit? 



Yes.  Allows continuous non-motorized access 
between Transit Center and both east and (future) 
west Sounder/Amtrak platforms, facilitating 
movement to connections. 

Location is more convenient to rail connections 
than to ferry. 



Yes.  Allows continuous non-motorized access 
between Transit Center and the ferry and (future) 
west Sounder/Amtrak platform, facilitating 
movement to connections. 

Location is most convenient to ferry connections. 


Yes.  Allows continuous non-motorized access 
between Transit Center and the ferry and (future) 
west Sounder/Amtrak platform, facilitating 
movement to connections. 

Location is more convenient to ferry connections, 
but less attractive that Main Street Overpass. 

Ramps at east terminus encroach into Transit 
Center. 

7(G) BNSF Railroad? 



Yes.  Would reduce potential non-motorized/rail 
conflicts. 



Yes.  Would reduce potential non-motorized/rail 
conflicts. 



Yes. Would reduce potential non-motorized/rail 
conflicts. 

(8) Is the alternative fundable and 
permittable? 



 



 



 

8(A) Affordable based on project costs including 
design, construction and maintenance? 



Yes.  Scale of construction is affordable.  Where 
elevators are used, they will require routine 
maintenance. 

[estimates presented separately] 

Yes.  Scale of construction is affordable.  Where 
elevators are used, they will require routine 
maintenance. 

[estimates presented separately] 

Yes.  Scale of construction is affordable. 

[estimates presented separately] 

8(B) Attractive to grant money and stakeholder 
contribution? 

Yes.  Alternative is affordable and would benefit 
multiple stakeholders thus attractive to grants. 

Yes.  Alternative is affordable and would benefit 
multiple stakeholders thus attractive to grants. 

Yes.  Alternative is affordable and would benefit 
multiple stakeholders thus attractive to grants. 
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Access Only Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 
MIDBLOCK OVERPASS MAIN STREET OVERPASS MAIN STREET UNDERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

Sound Transit would likely desire an overpass 
once the second track platform is constructed. 
Funding toward a similar overpass was provided 
in ST2 intended for the Edmonds Crossing 
project. 

Sound Transit would likely desire an overpass 
once the second track platform is constructed. 
Funding toward a similar overpass was provided 
in ST2 intended for the Edmonds Crossing 
project. 

Sound Transit would likely desire an overpass 
once the second track platform is constructed. 
Funding toward a similar overpass was provided 
in ST2 intended for the Edmonds Crossing 
project. This underpass would provide similar 
functionality, but is not preferred by Sound Transit. 

8(C) Permittable by resource agencies, tribes, 
BNSF? 



Yes.  Alternative is permittable, located in built 
areas, and would benefit multiple stakeholders 
supporting non-motorized mobility. 

Yes.  Alternative is permittable, located in built 
areas, and would benefit multiple stakeholders 
supporting non-motorized mobility. 

Yes.  Alternative is permittable, located in built 
areas, and would benefit multiple stakeholders 
supporting non-motorized mobility. 

(9) Can the alternative avoid or minimize 
temporary construction impacts (measure of 
relative construction impacts)? 

Active construction duration – 4-6 months 



Active construction duration – 6-8 months 



Active construction duration – 9 months 

9(A) To sensitive environments? 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative, its footprint 
in developed areas, and its distance from 
sensitive areas minimize impacts. 



Yes.  Although the west terminus is proximate to 
the shoreline, the alternative’s’ limited scale 

minimizes impacts 


Although alternative is limited in scale, its more 
extensive excavation and larger footprint will 
require greater mitigation to protect shoreline 
areas. 

9(B) To residents? 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative and relatively 
short construction duration will minimize impacts. 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative and relatively 
short construction duration will minimize impacts. 



Although alternative is limited in scale, its more 
extensive excavation and passage beneath the 
railroad will require more truck traffic and a longer 
construction schedule than overpass alternatives 
of similar capacity. 

9(C) To businesses? 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative and relatively 
short construction duration will minimize impacts. 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative and relatively 
short construction duration will minimize impacts. 



Although alternative is limited in scale, its more 
extensive excavation and passage beneath the 
railroad will require more truck traffic and a longer 
construction schedule than overpass alternatives 
of similar capacity. 

9(D) To waterfront users? 



Yes.  Passenger staging can be accommodated 
for the limited construction duration. 



Yes.  Pedestrian detours can be accommodated 
for the limited construction duration. 



Pedestrian detours will be lengthier for this 
alternative than the overpass alternatives of 
similar capacity. 

9(E) To freight traffic (on trains and to/ from 
ferry)? 



Freight traffic will experience construction zone 
speed restrictions for portions of the construction 
duration. 



Freight traffic will experience construction zone 
speed restrictions for portions of the construction 
duration. 



Freight traffic will experience construction zone 
speed restrictions for portions of the construction 
duration. 

This alternative includes the construction of a 
second track to allow construction of the 
underpass. This will results in additional delays to 
freight traffic. 

9(F) To bus transit users? 


Yes.  Location of this alternative will have minimal 
impact to transit users. 

Construction within current transit center will 
require detours and temporary coach staging. 

Construction within current transit center will 
require detours and temporary coach staging. 
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Access Only Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 
MIDBLOCK OVERPASS MAIN STREET OVERPASS MAIN STREET UNDERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

9(G) To passenger rail users? 



Construction within vicinity of rail platforms will 
require temporary passenger staging.  

Construction near the tracks will result in a work 
zone speed restriction on the track.  



Construction near the tracks will result in a work 
zone speed restriction on the track. 



Construction near the tracks will result in a work 
zone speed restriction on the track. 

Construction of the second track will result in 
longer delays and slowdowns to rail passenger 
users. 

9(H) To ferry users? 



Yes.  Location of this alternative will have minimal 
impact to ferry users. 



Construction will require temporary passenger 
detours. 



Construction will require temporary passenger 
detours. 

9(I) To transportation functionality? 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative and relatively 
short construction duration will minimize impacts. 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative and relatively 
short construction duration will minimize impacts. 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative and relatively 
short construction duration will minimize impacts. 

(10) How does the alternative affect the 
environment? 



 



 



 

10(A) ecosystem resources (streams, marsh/ 
wetlands, marine shorelines)? 



The western terminus is located in a built area 
within the designated shoreline.  Shoreline 
impacts would be minimal. 



The western terminus is proximate to the 
shoreline and will have shoreline impacts. 



The western terminus is proximate to the 
shoreline and will have shoreline impacts This 
alternative will require more excavation and 
presents greater potential for temporary effects 
than overpass alternatives of similar capacity. 

10(B) historic, cultural, and archaeological 
resources? 



Probability of encountering resources is moderate 
in project’s vicinity.  The alternative’s limited 

footprint and minimal need for excavation will 
minimize potential. 



Probability of encountering resources is high in 
project’s vicinity.  The alternative’s limited footprint 

and minimal need for excavation will minimize 
potential. 



Probability of encountering resources is high in 
project’s vicinity.  This alternative will require more 

excavation and presents greater potential for 
encountering resources than overpass 
alternatives of similar capacity. 

10(C) visual aesthetics? 



Since it provides grade separation it would have 
some impact on aesthetics; however, project 
would be located in a busy transportation corridor 
and a pedestrian overpass would be consistent 
with surrounding uses. 

Site is surrounded by buildings of similar or 
greater height that overpass. 

Since it provides grade separation it would have 
some impact on aesthetics; however, project 
would be located in a busy transportation corridor 
and a pedestrian overpass would be consistent 
with surrounding uses. 



Since it is mostly underground minimum 
aesthetics issues are anticipated above ground.   

10(D) noise levels? 



Noise is anticipated during the construction of this 
alternative but no significant change is anticipated 
during typical operation. 

Noise is anticipated during the construction of this 
alternative but no significant change is anticipated 
during typical operation. 

Noise is anticipated during the construction of this 
alternative but no significant change is anticipated 
during typical operation. 

10(E) sites containing hazardous materials 



No significant impacts to sites containing 
hazardous materials are anticipated from this 
alternative. Foundation systems may create 
temporary impacts during construction (confirmed 



No significant impacts to sites containing 
hazardous materials are anticipated from this 



Impacts to sites containing hazardous materials 
could occur from this alternative.  The underpass 
will require more excavation compared to the 
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Pedestrian/Bicycle Access Only Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 
MIDBLOCK OVERPASS MAIN STREET OVERPASS MAIN STREET UNDERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

contamination is located immediately south of the 
train station). 

alternative.  Foundation systems may create 
temporary impacts during construction. 

other alternatives and may create temporary 
impacts during construction. 

10(F) park lands or recreational? 



No significant impacts to park lands or 
recreational are anticipated from this alternative. 



The alternative will impact the Brackett’s Landing 

South park; Section 4(f) impact.   


The alternative will impact the Brackett’s Landing 

South park; Section 4(f) impact.   

10(G) air quality? 



No effect. 



No effect. 



No effect. 

10(H) soils and groundwater? 



No impacts to soils and groundwater are 
anticipated from this alternative. 



No impacts to soils and groundwater are 
anticipated from this alternative. 



Impacts to soils and groundwater are anticipated 
from this alternative because of the volume of 
excavation. Temporary dewatering is anticipated 
during construction. 

10(I) social and economic (incl. disproportionate 
impacts)? 



No social or economic impacts are anticipated 
from this alternative. 



If ramps are used at the eastern terminus, an 
existing business would be displaced. 

No social impacts are anticipated from this 
alternative. 



No impacts to social and economic are anticipated 
from this alternative. However measures to ensure 
user safety during the operation of the 
underground portion of the crossing would be 
required. 

(11) Does the alternative address impacts of 
sea level rise? 



 



 



 

11(A) To existing infrastructure and access 



No.  



No. 



No. 

11(B) Sea level rise considerations for design to 
ensure safety? 



Yes.  Sufficient clearance can be provided to allow 
tracks to be raised to adapt to sea level rise. 



Yes.  Sufficient clearance can be provided to allow 
tracks to be raised to adapt to sea level rise. 



Yes.  Underpass structure can be designed for 
added deadload should tracks be raised to adapt 
to sea level rise. 

Pumping and groundwater control systems would 
readily address the nominal effect of sea level rise 
on groundwater intrusion rates. 

 

  



Edmonds Waterfront Access Study  October 2016 DRAFT 

 D-106  

 

Table D-2. Level 2 Screening Evaluation for Emergency Access Roadway Alternatives 

Emergency Access Roadway Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 
ADMIRAL WAY OVERPASS DAYTON STREET OVERPASS EDMONDS STREET OVERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

(1) Does the alternative improve reliable 
emergency response to the west side of the 
railroad tracks? 



Yes. Provides continuous access for emergency 
response by aid car and firetruck.  Overpass is 
located 18 blocks from Fire District Station 17 and 
lands at the south end of the waterfront. 



Yes. Provides continuous access for emergency 
response by aid car and firetruck.  Overpass is 
located 10 blocks from Fire District Station 17 and 
lands at the mid-point of the waterfront. 



Yes. Provides continuous access for emergency 
response by aid car and firetruck.  Overpass is 
located 4 blocks from Fire District Station 17 and 
lands at the north end of the waterfront. 

(2) Does the alternative provide emergency 
evacuation of the waterfront? 



Yes. Provides a grade-separated route for 
evacuation by both motorized and non-motorized 
means from the waterfront. 

Yes. Provides a grade-separated route for 
evacuation by both motorized and non-motorized 
means from the waterfront. 

Yes. Provides a grade-separated route for 
evacuation by both motorized and non-motorized 
means from the waterfront. 

(3) Does the alternative reduce delays to 
ferry loading/unloading of vehicles, bicycles 
and pedestrians? 



Does not reduce delays to normal 
loading/unloading operations. 

Provides a grade-separated route for controlled 
offloading of vehicles during an extended 
blockage of the at-grade crossings. 



Does not reduce delays to normal 
loading/unloading operations. 

Provides a grade-separated route for controlled 
offloading of vehicles during an extended 
blockage of the at-grade crossings. 



Does not reduce delays to normal 
loading/unloading operations. 

Provides a grade-separated route for controlled 
offloading of vehicles during an extended 
blockage of the at-grade crossings. 

Reduces delays for some pedestrian and bicycle 
passengers. 

(4) Does the alternative improve circulation 
and reduce delays and conflicts for 
pedestrians, bicycles, motorists and freight 
at roadway/railroad crossings? 



 



 



 

4(A) Provides continuous pedestrian and bicycle 
access? 



Yes. Provides a continuous connection between 
the sidewalk at the intersection of SR104/ Pine 
Street and the sidewalk along Admiral Way and 
the walkway along the Port of Edmonds marina. 

Yes. Provides a continuous connection between 
the sidewalk at the intersection of Sunset Avenue/ 
Dayton Street to the sidewalk along Admiral Way 
south of Dayton Street and near the walkway 
along the Port of Edmonds marina. 



Yes. Provides a continuous connection between 
the pedestrian/ bicycle path on Sunset Avenue at 
Edmonds Street to trails in Brackett’s Landing 

Park North. 

This is more proximate to the ferry dock than 
other emergency access roadway alternatives. 

4(B) Provides continuous vehicle access? 



Only for emergency vehicles. 



Only for emergency vehicles. 



Only for emergency vehicles. 

4(C) Reduces pedestrian and/or bicycle conflicts 
with other travel modes? 



May induce a portion of the non-motorized traffic 
away from the Dayton Street or Main Street 
crossings. 



Will reduce conflicts with railroad traffic at Dayton 
Street. 



Will reduce conflicts with railroad traffic at Main 
Street. 

4(D) Reduces motorist conflicts with vehicles 
and other travel modes? 



No. 



No. 



No. 
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Emergency Access Roadway Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 
ADMIRAL WAY OVERPASS DAYTON STREET OVERPASS EDMONDS STREET OVERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

4(E) Provides continuous freight mobility (via 
rail, via ferry) 



No. 



No. 



No. 

(5) Does the alternative provide safer and 
more efficient intermodal pedestrian 
passenger connectivity between ferry, 
commuter rail, bus transit for pedestrians, 
bicycles and motor vehicles? 



 



 



 

5(A) Ferry to/ from commuter rail and bus 
transit? 



No. 



Safe, but less efficient. 



Safe, but less efficient. 

5(B) Ferry to/from downtown? 



No. 



No. 



Yes, to those portions of downtown accessed 
from Edmonds Street. 

5(C) Bus transit and commuter rail to/from 
downtown? 



No. 



No. 



No. 

(6) Does the alternative fit with urban design 
concepts and community goals? 



 



 



 

6(A) Maintains views of Puget Sound and 
Olympic Mountains? 



Yes, the overpass structure sits below sightlines 
from the Point Edwards development.  Sound and 
mountain views from further east and from the 
northeast are obscured by the hillside, and so 
structure would not obstruct the views. 

Structure offers elevated viewing location of Puget 
Sound, Willow Creek and Olympic Mountains.  

Offers viewpoints over Edmonds Marsh and 
Willow Creek. 



Yes, water and mountain views are presently 
limited to that portion of Dayton street west of the 
railroad tracks, and the street alignment turns at 
railroad crossing, with taller buildings to each side 
of the street at the waterfront.  The overpass 
structure would not further obstruct water and 
mountain views as the adjacent buildings are as 
tall, or taller, than the proposed overpass 
structure. 



Yes, the overpass structure sits at and below the 
grade of Sunset Avenue, with the railings of the 
uppermost section extending upward into view as 
the structure approaches Sunset Avenue.  The 
structure also creates viewpoints over the beach, 
Puget Sound and Olympic Mountains from 
vantage points above the beach.  The structure 
will, however, be visible when viewing north and 
south along the beach.  The railings on the 
uppermost portion of the structure will be visible 
when viewed from Sunset Avenue.  

6(B) Provides opportunities for urban design to 
enhance aesthetics/experience? 



Alternative can incorporate urban design elements 
to enhance aesthetics/experience.   

Provides a non-motorized trail connection around 
the south side of the Edmonds Marsh and 
connection to the waterfront trail network.  Offers 
viewpoints over Edmonds Marsh and Willow 
Creek, and of Puget Sound and Olympic 
Mountains. 



Alternative can incorporate urban design elements 
to enhance aesthetics/experience. 



Alternative can incorporate urban design elements 
to enhance aesthetics/experience. 

Provides a non-motorized trail connection from 
pedestrian/bicycle path on Sunset Avenue to 
parks and the waterfront trail network.  Offers 
viewpoints over beaches, Puget Sound and 
Olympic Mountains. 
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CRITERION 
ADMIRAL WAY OVERPASS DAYTON STREET OVERPASS EDMONDS STREET OVERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

6(C) Compatible with Edmonds’ small-town 
ambience? 



Yes, overpass structure is located remote from 
the downtown core. 



Yes, overpass structure is located in a 
business/commercial district away from the 
downtown core and does not convey general 
vehicle traffic. 



Yes, overpass structure is located away from the 
downtown core and does not convey general 
vehicle traffic. 

6(D) Minimizes impacts to neighborhoods? 



Yes.  Overpass is situated on Port property and 
the former Unocal site below the Point Edwards 
development on the adjacent hillside, and will not 
serve general vehicle traffic. 



Yes, overpass structure is located in a 
business/commercial district away from residential 
neighborhoods, and will not serve general vehicle 
traffic. 



Overpass structure’s eastern terminus is located 

in a residential area, but drops below the grade of 
the residential streets.  The structure will not serve 
general vehicle traffic. 

6(E) Minimizes impacts to businesses? 



Overpass structure occupies vacant industrial 
land east of the tracks.  Western terminus of the 
overpass would displace parking on Port property. 



Overpass would occupy commercial property on 
the north side of Dayton Street east of the tracks; 
it will reduce the driveway access points from 
Dayton Street.  Overpass would occupy Port 
property west of the tracks, including the parking 
lot of Jacobsen Marine. 



Overpass does not affect business properties. 

6(F) Preserves use of parks and recreational 
assets? 



Yes.  Provides a non-motorized trail connection 
from the fish hatchery, around the south side of 
the Edmonds Marsh and connection to the 
waterfront trail network. 



Yes.  Overpass does not affect park properties. 



Overpass would land in north portion of Brackett’s 

Landing Park North, and would be integrated with 
the parking and traffic circulation within the park. 

(7) Is the alternative consistent with 
Stakeholders’ current and future operations? 



 



 



 

7(A) City of Edmonds? 



Improves pedestrian safety. 

Does not affect motor vehicle traffic. 



Improves pedestrian safety. 

Consistent with traffic operations, but will reduce 
access locations to Salish Crossing. 

Construction of the structure potentially impacts 
significant City utilities in the Dayton Street 
corridor.  



Improves pedestrian safety. 

Provides connection between Sunset Avenue 
pedestrian/bicycle path to waterfront pathway 
systems. 

Does not affect motor vehicle traffic operations. 

7(B) Washington State DOT? 



No effect. 



No effect. 



No effect. 

7(C) Washington State Ferries? 



Yes.  Provides for emergency vehicle and 
pedestrian offloading of ferries. 



Yes. Provides for emergency vehicle and 
pedestrian offloading of ferries. 



Yes.  Provides for emergency vehicle and 
pedestrian offloading of ferries. 

7(D) Port of Edmonds? 



Overpass would occupy Port Property on the west 
side of the tracks currently used for dry boat 
storage. 

Overpass would occupy developable Port 
property on the west side of the tracks. 



No effect. 
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CRITERION 
ADMIRAL WAY OVERPASS DAYTON STREET OVERPASS EDMONDS STREET OVERPASS 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

7(E) Sound Transit? 



No effect. Away from Sounder station. 



Yes, however location is not convenient to 
intermodal connections, with the termini distant 
from destinations. 

Yes, however location is not convenient to 
intermodal connections, with the termini distant 
from destinations. 

7(F) Community Transit? 



No effect. Away from Transit Center. 



No effect. Away from Transit Center. 



Provides continuous connection to Ferry during 
extended rail crossing closures. 

7(G) BNSF Railroad? 



Yes.  Reduces potential conflicts with 
pedestrians/bicycles.  Also reduces need for 
emergency responders to cross trains during 
extended crossing closures. 

BNSF would have to approve column placement 
within right-of-way. 



Yes.  Reduces potential conflicts with 
pedestrians/bicycles.  Also reduces need for 
emergency responders to cross trains during 
extended crossing closures. 

BNSF would have to approve column placement 
within right-of-way. 



Yes.  Reduces potential conflicts with 
pedestrians/bicycles.  Also reduces need for 
emergency responders to cross trains during 
extended crossing closures. 

BNSF would have to approve column placement 
within right-of-way. 

(8) Is the alternative fundable and 
permittable? 



 



 



 

8(A) Affordable based on project costs including 
design, construction and maintenance? 



[estimates presented separately] 



[estimates presented separately] 



[estimates presented separately] 

Shorter length reduces cost for this alternative in 
relation to comparable Admiral Way and Dayton 
Street alternatives. 

8(B) Attractive to grant money and stakeholder 
contribution? 



Alternative would benefit multiple stakeholders, 
and is thus attractive to grants. 

Location is remote from intermodal passenger 
connections and would provide less benefit to 
Sound Transit or Community Transit. 



Alternative would benefit multiple stakeholders, 
and is thus attractive to grants. 

Termini are remote from intermodal passenger 
connections and would provide less benefit to 
Sound Transit or Community Transit. 



Alternative would benefit multiple stakeholders, 
and is thus attractive to grants. 

Eastern terminus is 2 blocks from Main Street and 
provides limited benefit to Sound Transit or 
Community Transit. 

8(C) Permittable by resource agencies, tribes, 
BNSF? 



Yes. 



Yes. 



Permitting review will emphasize construction 
along the shoreline, including support column and 
landing footprint in the park.  The affected area is 
not an accreting beach, which limits concern for 
column impacts. 

(9) Can the alternative avoid or minimize 
temporary construction impacts (measure of 
relative construction impacts)? 

Active construction duration – 6-9 months 



Active construction duration – 6-9 months 



Active construction duration – 6 months 

9(A) To sensitive environments? 



Yes.  Roadway access to the overpass utilizes 
existing roadbed for a portion of the east side 
alignment, and traverses disturbed ground on the 
Unocal site.  Structure would span the future 
Willow Creek alignment. 



Yes.  Footprint is within developed commercial 
areas. 

 


Yes. Design and construction methods can 
minimize impacts to the slope above the railroad 
tracks and to beach environment. 
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9(B) To residents? 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative and relatively 
short construction duration will minimize impacts. 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative and relatively 
short construction duration will minimize impacts. 



Yes.  Limited scale of the alternative and relatively 
short construction duration will minimize impacts. 
Temporary disruption at Sunset and Edmonds 
intersection. 

9(C) To businesses? 



Yes. 



Yes, temporary disruption in south edge of 
parking lot. 



Yes. No businesses affected. 

9(D) To waterfront users? 



Yes. 



Yes. 



Temporary disruptions to portions of the park 

9(E) To freight traffic (on trains and to/ from 
ferry)? 



Construction adjacent to and over railroad tracks 
must be coordinated with BNSF. Freight traffic will 
experience construction zone speed restrictions 
relative to the construction duration. 

Construction adjacent to and over railroad tracks 
must be coordinated with BNSF. Freight traffic will 
experience construction zone speed restrictions 
relative to the construction duration. 

Construction adjacent to and over railroad tracks 
must be coordinated with BNSF. Freight traffic will 
experience construction zone speed restrictions 
relative to the construction duration. 

9(F) To bus transit users? 



Yes, not affected. 



Yes, not affected. 



Yes, not affected. 

9(G) To passenger rail users? 



Passenger rail users will experience construction 
zone speed restrictions relative to the construction 
duration. 



Passenger rail users will experience construction 
zone speed restrictions relative to the construction 
duration. In addition, the Sound Transit parking lot 
will be impacted by the loss of parking stalls, and 
construction. 

Passenger rail users will experience construction 
zone speed restrictions relative to the construction 
duration. 

9(H) To ferry users? 



Yes, not affected. 



Yes, not affected. 



Yes. 

9(I) To transportation functionality? 



Yes, temporary disruption to traffic along Admiral 
Way. 



Yes, temporary disruption to traffic along Dayton 
Street and at intersection with Admiral Way. 



Yes, temporary disruption at Sunset and 
Edmonds intersection, and within Brackett’s 

Landing Park North. 

(10) How does the alternative affect the 
environment? 



 



 



 

10(A) ecosystem resources (streams, marsh/ 
wetlands, marine shorelines)? 



The western terminus will have shoreline impacts; 
it is located in a built area within the designated 
shoreline. In addition, due to the nearby Edmonds 
Marsh and Willow creek, there could be impacts 
to the ecosystem resources. 

No effect; away from ecosystem resources. 



Column placement near shoreline. The western 
terminus will have shoreline impacts. 
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RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

10(B) historic, cultural, and archaeological 
resources? 



High probability for encountering archaeological 
resources (prehistoric). 



High probability for encountering archaeological 
resources (historic and prehistoric). 



Low probability for encountering archaeological 
resources. 

10(C) visual aesthetics? 



The overpass structure will be visible from 
residences at Point Edwards, but it sits below 
sightlines of Puget Sound and the Olympic 
Mountains.  Overpass structure will be visible from 
the southern portion of the Port and from along 
Admiral Way, with the Point Edwards hillside 
forming a backdrop to these views.  Views of the 
structure from the north (Harbor Square, 
Edmonds Marsh) are similarly backdropped by the 
hillside of Point Edwards.  Views of the structure 
from further east are obscured by the hillside, and 
the lower end of the western approach would be 
visible. 

The overpass structure will be visible along 
Dayton Street and Railroad Avenue.  The top of 
the structure will be lower than existing buildings 
along the waterfront to the west, limiting visual 
impact from the east or the west. 



The overpass structure sits at and below the 
grade of Sunset Avenue, limiting visual impact 
from the east (from residences) or the west (on 
water or the jetty).  The structure will be visible 
from the shoreline area when viewed from the 
north or south. 

10(D) noise levels? 



Noise is anticipated during the construction of this 
alternative but no significant change is anticipated 
during typical operation. 

Noise is anticipated during the construction of this 
alternative but no significant change is anticipated 
during typical operation. 

Noise is anticipated during the construction of this 
alternative but no significant change is anticipated 
during typical operation. 

10(E) sites containing hazardous materials 



The Unocal site has confirmed contamination that 
is currently under remediation.  There exists 
potential for contamination in the southern Port 
area and along the railroad tracks.   

There exists potential for contamination in the 
proximity of the railroad tracks.  Contamination 
has been confirmed in the vicinity of the proposed 
landing on the west side of the tracks. 

There exists potential for contamination in the 
proximity of the railroad tracks. 

10(F) park lands or recreational? 



The overpass does not affect any park or 
recreational lands.  It provides a non-motorized 
connection between pedestrian ways on either 
side of the railroad tracks, including connections 
to the Edmonds Marina Boardwalk, as well as 
potential opportunities for trail connections to a 
marsh loop trail.  

No effect. 



The overpass landing would be between the 
railroad tracks and the Brackett’s Landing Park 

bathhouse.  Support column for the overpass 
would be located between the railroad tracks and 
the shoreline. Section 4(f) impact. 

10(G) air quality?  No effect.  No effect.  No effect. 

10(H) soils and groundwater? 


Foundation systems may create temporary 
impacts during construction. 

Foundation systems may create temporary 
impacts during construction. 

Foundation systems may create temporary 
impacts during construction. 

10(I) social and economic (incl. disproportionate 
impacts)? 



Economic: Displacement of parking and of 
property designated for development within the 
Port parking lot. 

 


Economic: Displacement of parking along the 
south side of Salish Crossing site, and reduced 
access to site from Dayton Street. Displacement 
of parking and of property targeted for 
development within the Port property. 

No effect. 
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(11) Does the alternative address impacts of 
sea level rise? 



 



 



 

11(A) To existing infrastructure and access 



No. 



No. 



No. 

11(B) Sea level rise considerations for design to 
ensure safety? 



Structure design can accommodate sea level rise.  
BNSF may increase the required vertical 
clearance to allow for raising tracks in the future to 
accommodate sea level rise. 



Structure design can accommodate sea level rise.  
BNSF may increase the required vertical 
clearance to allow for raising tracks in the future to 
accommodate sea level rise. 



Structure design can accommodate sea level rise.  
BNSF may increase the required vertical 
clearance to allow for raising tracks in the future to 
accommodate sea level rise. 
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Table D-3. Level 2 Screening Evaluation for Ferry Alternatives 

Ferry Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 

Dayton Street New  
Ferry Terminal 

Main Street Ferry  
Overpass 1(Full Build) 

Main Street Overpass 2 
(Minimum Build) Main Street Ferry Underpass Edmonds Crossing with 

Emergency Access Ramp 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

(1) Does the alternative 
improve reliable emergency 
response to the west side of 
the railroad tracks?  

Yes. Provides continuous 
access for emergency response 

by aid car and firetruck.  
Overpass is located 11 blocks 
from Fire District Station 17 and 

lands at the mid-point of the 
waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides continuous 
access for emergency response 

by aid car and firetruck.  
Overpass is located 11 blocks 
from Fire District Station 17 and 

lands at the north end of the 
waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides continuous 
access for emergency 

response by aid car and 
firetruck.  Overpass is located 
11 blocks from Fire District 

Station 17 and lands at the 
north end of the waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides continuous 
access for emergency response 

by aid car and firetruck.  
Underpass is located 11 blocks 
from Fire District Station 17 and 

lands at the north end of the 
waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides continuous 
access for emergency response 

by aid car and firetruck.  
Overpass is located 18 blocks 
from Fire District Station 17 and 

lands at the south end of the 
waterfront. 

(2) Does the alternative 
provide emergency 
evacuation of the waterfront?  

Yes. Provides a grade-

separated route for evacuation 
by both motorized and non-
motorized means from the 

waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides a grade-

separated route for evacuation 
by both motorized and non-
motorized means from the 

waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides a grade-

separated route for evacuation 
by both motorized and non-
motorized means from the 

waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides a grade-

separated route for evacuation 
by both motorized and non-
motorized means from the 

waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides a grade-

separated route for evacuation 
by both motorized and non-
motorized means from the 

waterfront. 

(3) Does the alternative 
reduce delays to ferry 
loading/unloading of 
vehicles, bicycles and 
pedestrians? 

 

Yes. Provides grade-separated 
access for loading and 

unloading operations.  

Yes. Provides grade-separated 
access for loading and 

unloading operations.  

Yes. Provides grade-
separated access for loading 

and unloading operations.  

Yes. Provides grade-separated 
access for loading and 

unloading operations.  

Yes. Provides grade-separated 
access for loading and 

unloading operations. 

(4) Does the alternative 
improve circulation and 
reduce delays and conflicts 
for pedestrians, bicycles, 
motorists and freight at 
roadway/railroad crossings? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4(A) Provides continuous 
pedestrian and bicycle access? 

 

Yes.  Provides a continuous 
connection between Dayton 
Street sidewalk and parking 
structure on the east side of 

tracks to the sidewalks on the 
west side of tracks. 

Due to its southerly location, 
provides less access benefit 

than other Ferry alternatives, 
particularly for connections to 
downtown. 

 

Yes. Provides continuous 
connection at Main Street 
between the ferry pedestrian 

ramp and sidewalk on west side 
of Railroad Avenue to the 
Transit Center on the east side 

of the railroad tracks. 
 

Yes. Provides continuous 
connection at Main Street 
between the ferry pedestrian 

ramp and sidewalk on west 
side of Railroad avenue to the 
Transit Center on the east side 

of the railroad tracks. 
 

Yes. Provides continuous 
connection at Main Street 
between the ferry pedestrian 

ramp and sidewalk on west side 
of Railroad avenue to the 
Transit Center on the east side 

of the railroad tracks. 
 

Yes.  Provides a continuous 
connection between Pine Street 
on the east side of tracks to the 
sidewalks on Admiral Way west 

of the tracks. 

Due to its southerly location, 
provides less access benefit 
than other Ferry alternatives, 

particularly for connections to 
downtown. 
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Ferry Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 

Dayton Street New  
Ferry Terminal 

Main Street Ferry  
Overpass 1(Full Build) 

Main Street Overpass 2 
(Minimum Build) Main Street Ferry Underpass Edmonds Crossing with 

Emergency Access Ramp 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

4(B) Provides continuous 

vehicle access?  
Only for emergency vehicles 

and for vehicles accessing the 
ferry. 

 
Only for emergency vehicles 

and for vehicles accessing the 
ferry. 

 
Only for emergency vehicles 

and for vehicles accessing the 
ferry. 

 
Only for emergency vehicles 

and for vehicles accessing the 
ferry. 

 
Only for emergency vehicles 

and for vehicles accessing the 
ferry. 

4(C) Reduces pedestrian 

and/or bicycle conflicts with 
other travel modes?  

Yes.  Removes ferry traffic from 

surface streets in the Sunset 
Avenue/ Main Street/ Railroad 
Avenue / Dayton Street 

corridors. 

 

Yes. Separates ferry traffic from 

surface streets in the Main 
Street corridor.  

Yes. Separates ferry traffic 

from surface streets in the 
Main Street corridor.  

Yes. Separates ferry traffic from 

surface streets in the Main 
Street corridor.  

Yes.  Removes ferry traffic from 

surface streets in the Sunset 
Avenue/ Main Street/ Railroad 
Avenue / Dayton Street 

corridors. 

4(D) Reduces motorist conflicts 
with vehicles and other travel 

modes?  

Yes.  Removes ferry traffic from 
surface streets in the Sunset 

Avenue/ Main Street/ Railroad 
Avenue / Dayton Street 
corridors. 

 

Yes. Separates ferry traffic from 
surface streets in the Main 

Street corridor.  

Yes. Separates ferry traffic 
from surface streets in the 

Main Street corridor.  

Yes. Separates ferry traffic from 
surface streets in the Main 

Street corridor.  

Yes.  Removes ferry traffic from 
surface streets in the Sunset 

Avenue/ Main Street/ Railroad 
Avenue / Dayton Street 
corridors. 

4(E) Provides continuous 
freight mobility (via rail, via 
ferry) 

 
Yes. Eliminates rail-caused 
delays to freight mobility via 
truck/ferry.   

 
Yes. Eliminates rail-caused 
delays to freight mobility via 
truck/ferry.   

 
Yes. Eliminates rail-caused 
delays to freight mobility via 
truck/ferry.   

 
Yes. Eliminates rail-caused 
delays to freight mobility via 
truck/ferry.   

 
Yes. Eliminates rail-caused 
delays to freight mobility via 
truck/ferry.   

(5) Does the alternative 
provide safer and more 
efficient intermodal 
pedestrian passenger 
connectivity between ferry, 
commuter rail, bus transit for 
pedestrians, bicycles and 
motor vehicles? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5(A) Ferry to/ from commuter 

rail and bus transit? 

 

Yes.  Provides direct grade-
separated pedestrian/bicycle 

crossing from ferry overhead 
ramp to the Transit Center. 

Maintains co-location of bus 
transit center, commuter 

parking and ferry terminal 
operations, with safe 
connections to rail platforms on 

both sides of tracks. 

 

Yes.  Provides direct grade-

separated pedestrian/bicycle 
crossing from ferry overhead 
ramp to the Transit Center, 

which is co-located with 
commuter parking and rail 
station.  

Yes.  Provides direct grade-

separated pedestrian/bicycle 
crossing from ferry overhead 
ramp to the Transit Center, 

which is co-located with 
commuter parking and rail 
station.  

Yes.  Provides direct grade-

separated pedestrian/bicycle 
crossing from ferry overhead 
ramp to the Transit Center, 

which is co-located with 
commuter parking and rail 
station.  

Yes.  Provides direct grade-
separated pedestrian/bicycle 

crossing from ferry overhead 
ramp to the Transit Center. 

Maintains co-location of bus 
transit center, commuter 

parking and ferry terminal 
operations, with safe 
connections to rail platforms on 

both sides of tracks. 

Greater walking distance in 
loading/ unloading ferry. 



Edmonds Waterfront Access Study  October 2016 DRAFT 

 D-115  
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CRITERION 

Dayton Street New  
Ferry Terminal 

Main Street Ferry  
Overpass 1(Full Build) 

Main Street Overpass 2 
(Minimum Build) Main Street Ferry Underpass Edmonds Crossing with 

Emergency Access Ramp 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

5(B) Ferry to/from downtown? 

 

Yes.  Provides direct grade-
separated pedestrian/ bicycle 

crossing from ferry overhead 
ramp to the Transit Center 
adjacent Main Street. 

While providing a safer 

connection (reduced vehicle 
traffic conflicts), alternative 
would increase walking 

distance from the ferry to 
portions of downtown. 

 

Yes.  Provides direct grade-

separated pedestrian/ bicycle 
crossing from ferry overhead 
ramp to the Transit Center 

adjacent Main Street. 

 

Yes.  Provides direct grade-

separated pedestrian/ bicycle 
crossing from ferry overhead 
ramp to the Transit Center 

adjacent Main Street. 

 

Yes.  Provides direct grade-

separated pedestrian/ bicycle 
crossing from ferry overhead 
ramp to the Transit Center 

adjacent Main Street. 

 

 

No.  Due to the distance from 
downtown, this alternative does 

not provide more efficient non-
motorized connections to 
downtown. 

5(C) Bus transit and commuter 

rail to/from downtown? 

 

Safer connection (reduced 
vehicle traffic conflicts), but 

increased walking distance 
from bus transit to portions of 
downtown. 

Community Transit concerned 

over operational and safety 
within enclosed transit centers. 

 

Yes.  Provides grade-separated 

pedestrian/ bicycle crossing 
from future west side rail 
platform to the Transit Center 

adjacent Main Street.  

Yes.  Provides grade-

separated pedestrian/ bicycle 
crossing from future west side 
rail platform to the Transit 

Center adjacent Main Street.  

Yes.  Provides grade-separated 

pedestrian/ bicycle crossing 
from future west side rail 
platform to the Transit Center 

adjacent Main Street.  

Safer connection (reduced 

vehicle traffic conflicts), but the 
increased distance to 
downtown will necessitate a 

shuttle bus system or 
equivalent. 

(6) Does the alternative fit 
with urban design concepts 
and community goals? 
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RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

6(A) Maintains views of Puget 

Sound and Olympic Mountains? 

 

Yes, water and mountain views 
are presently limited to that 

portion of Dayton street west of 
the railroad tracks, as the street 
alignment turns at railroad 

crossing, with taller buildings to 
each side of the street at the 
waterfront.  The overpass 

structure would not further 
obstruct water and mountain 
views as the adjacent buildings 

are as tall, or taller, than the 
proposed overpass structure. 

The top of the parking garage 
would be 1 story higher than 

surrounding structures within 
the Harbor Square business 
park, but would sit below 

sightlines to the Olympic 
Mountains and Puget Sound 
from properties to the east. 

 

Water and mountain views from 
immediately west of ferry 

holding lanes and from Main 
Street below Second Avenue 
will be obstructed by the 

overpass structure.  Views from 
buildings immediately east of 
the ferry holding lanes will also 

be obscured by the elevated 
holding lanes. 

From further east, the overpass 
structure will be visible, but will 

sit below sightlines for Puget 
Sound and the Olympic 
Mountains. 

 

Water and mountain views 
from immediately west of ferry 

holding lanes and from Main 
Street below Second Avenue 
will be obstructed by the 

overpass structure.  Views 
from buildings immediately 
east of the ferry holding lanes 

will also be obscured by the 
elevated holding lanes. 

From further east, the 
overpass structure will be 

visible, but will sit below 
sightlines for Puget Sound and 
the Olympic Mountains. 

 

Yes, placing vehicle queuing 

and ferry traffic below grade, 
and redeveloping streetscapes 
can improve the views of Puget 

Sound and Olympic Mountains 
from the lower Main Street and 
Sunset Avenue corridors. 

 

Water and mountain views from 

Marina Beach Park, the Port’s 

marina, units within residential 
areas at Point Edwards and 

from across the Edmonds 
Marsh will be obstructed by the 
overpass structure and the new 

ferry dock. 

6(B) Provides opportunities for 
urban design to enhance 
aesthetics/experience? 

 

Alternative provides 
opportunities for redevelopment 
of the properties vacated in the 

Sunset Avenue and Main Street 
corridors (current ferry holding 
lanes, WSDOT parcel, Transit 

Center) and the existing ferry 
dock. 

 

Alternative provides limited 
opportunities to improve urban 
design. 

Overpass structure visually 
separates and disconnects the 

waterfront from the downtown 
area.  Emergency vehicle ramp 
walls off Brackett’s Landing 

Park South along Railroad 
Avenue. 

Possibility to connect Brackett’s 

Landing Park beneath overpass 

structure. 

 

Alternative provides limited 
opportunities to improve urban 
design. 

Overpass structure visually 
separates and disconnects the 

waterfront from the downtown 
area. Emergency vehicle ramp 
walls off Brackett’s Landing 

Park South along Railroad 
Avenue. 

Possibility to connect 
Brackett’s Landing Park 

beneath overpass structure. 

 

Yes. Current holding lane area 
can be repurposed to other 
uses along the Main Street/ 

Sunset Avenue corridors. 

 

Alternative provides 
opportunities for redevelopment 
of the properties vacated in the 

Sunset Avenue and Main Street 
corridors (current ferry holding 
lanes, WSDOT parcel, Transit 

Center) and the existing ferry 
dock. 

6(C) Compatible with Edmonds’ 

small-town ambience? 
 

Yes, ambience can be 
enhanced by moving ferry 

traffic off of the waterfront and 
Main Street. 

 

Overpass structure detracts 
from small-town ambience 

along lower Main Street.  

Overpass structure detracts 
from small-town ambience 

along lower Main Street.  

Yes. Placing ferry access below 
grade allows for redevelopment 

of lower Main Street with 
enhanced pedestrian-scale 
design. 

 

Yes, ambience can be 
enhanced by moving ferry 

traffic off of the waterfront and 
Main Street. 
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6(D) Minimizes impacts to 

neighborhoods? 
 

Yes.  Improvements are located 

in business park and 
commercial areas, with limited 
residential area to the north 

along waterfront. 

 

Elevated structure is located 

within commercial area, but with 
nearby residential areas to the 
north and east. 

 

Elevated structure is located 

within commercial area, but 
with nearby residential areas 
to the north and east. 

 

Yes. Placing ferry access below 

grade allows for redevelopment 
of lower Main Street with 
enhanced pedestrian-scale 

design. 

 

Yes. Facilities are located on 

Port property and former 
Unocal site below the Point 
Edwards development on the 

adjacent hillside. 

6(E) Minimizes impacts to 
businesses? 

 

Harbor Square: Parking 
structure would occupy large 
portion of business park and 

displace multiple businesses. 

Main Street: Reduction in ferry-
oriented through traffic could be 
beneficial or detrimental to 

existing businesses.  Garage 
will increase parking in the 
downtown/waterfront area. 

Potential redevelopment 

opportunities for business in 
vacated areas. 

 

Overpass structure will shadow 
Main Street and fronting 
businesses. 

Off-loading ferry traffic would be 

directed south on Sunset 
Avenue/SR104, and direct 
access to Main Street would be 

eliminated. 
 

Overpass structure will 
shadow Main Street and 
fronting businesses. 

Off-loading ferry traffic would 

be directed south on Sunset 
Avenue/SR104, and direct 
access to Main Street would 

be eliminated. 
 

Off-loading ferry traffic would be 
directed south on Sunset 
Avenue/SR104, and direct 

access to Main Street would be 
eliminated for vehicles.  This 
inconveniences a small 

percentage of ferry traffic, and 
the reduced vehicle traffic may 
be viewed both positively and 

negatively by some businesses. 

Redevelopment opportunities 
for business in vacated areas. 

 

Facility will displace upland 
uses in southern end of Port 

property. 

6(F) Preserves use of parks 

and recreational assets? 

 

Displaces large portions of 
Olympic Park, at the foot of 

Dayton Street, to be occupied 
by the trestle to the new ferry 
dock. 

The ferry dock would be 

adjacent to the public fishing 
pier. 

Section 4(f) impacts. 

 

Yes. Permanent dock footprint 
along shoreline would remain 

similar to current conditions. 

Design may utilize an aerial 
structure over the near-shore 
portion of the dock in lieu of the 

current earth-fill dock structure; 
this would recover use of the 
shoreline across the overpass 

alignment. 

 

Yes. Permanent dock footprint 
along shoreline would remain 

similar to current conditions. 

Design may utilize an aerial 
structure over the near-shore 
portion of the dock in lieu of 

the current earth-fill dock 
structure; this would recover 
use of the shoreline across the 

overpass alignment. 

 

Yes. Permanent dock footprint 

along shoreline would remain 
similar to current conditions. 

 

Facilities will displace park 

property to accommodate 
overpass, emergency vehicle 
ramp, and vehicle access to 

west-side rail platform. 

(7) Is the alternative 
consistent with Stakeholders’ 

current and future 
operations? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Edmonds Waterfront Access Study  October 2016 DRAFT 

 D-118  

Ferry Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 

Dayton Street New  
Ferry Terminal 

Main Street Ferry  
Overpass 1(Full Build) 

Main Street Overpass 2 
(Minimum Build) Main Street Ferry Underpass Edmonds Crossing with 

Emergency Access Ramp 
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7(A) City of Edmonds? 

 

Separation of ferry traffic will 

improve local traffic circulation 
(motorized and non-motorized) 

in the Main Street corridor. 

Traffic and turning movements 
will increase in the Dayton 

Street/SR104 corridors. 

Major utilities in the Dayton 
Street right-of-way will require 

relocation. 

 

Separation of ferry traffic will 

improve local traffic circulation 
(motorized and non-motorized) 

in the Main Street corridor. 

Increased queuing capacity 
beyond toll booths will reduce 

SR104 queuing. 

 

 

Separation of ferry traffic will 

improve local traffic circulation 
(motorized and non-motorized) 

in the Main Street corridor. 

No increase in queuing 
capacity beyond toll booths, so 

SR104 queuing will remain 
unchanged. 

 

 

Separation of ferry traffic will 

improve local traffic circulation 
(motorized and non-motorized) 

in the Main Street corridor. 

No increase in queuing capacity 
beyond toll booths, so SR104 

queuing will remain unchanged. 

Created open space supports 
recreation, urban design and 

streetscape improvements. 

 

Separation of ferry traffic will 

improve local traffic circulation 
(motorized and non-motorized) 

in the Main Street corridor. 

Increased queuing capacity 
beyond toll booths will reduce 

SR104 queuing. 

Created open space supports 
recreation, urban design and 

streetscape improvements. 

7(B) Washington State DOT? 

 

Traffic and turning movements 

will increase in the Dayton 
Street/SR104 corridors. 

Ramps in SR104 to access 

garage. 

 

Turning movements will 
increase at the Dayton 

Street/SR104 intersection.  

Turning movements will 
increase at the Dayton 

Street/SR104 intersection.  

Turning movements will 
increase at the Dayton 

Street/SR104 intersection.  

Turning movements will 
increase at the SR104 

intersection. 

7(C) Washington State Ferries? 

 

Yes. Allows for construction of 

new terminal facilities while 
maintaining current facilities in 
operation. 

Provides vehicle queuing 
capacity aligned with WSF 
operational guidance. 

 

Yes. Provides additional vehicle 
queuing capacity aligned with 

WSF operational guidance and 
grade-separated access to the 
loading facilities. 

 

Yes. Provides grade-
separated access to the 

loading facilities, with a minor 
increase in vehicle queuing 
capacity. 

 

Provides grade-separated 

access to the loading facilities, 
with a minor increase in vehicle 
queuing capacity. 

Will require continuous 
operation of an active pumped 
drainage system. 

 

Yes. Allows for construction of 

new terminal facilities while 
maintaining current facilities in 
operation. 

Provides vehicle queuing 
capacity aligned with WSF 
operational guidance. 

7(D) Port of Edmonds? 

 

Requires sale of significant 
portion of Harbor Square 

business park and 
reconfiguration of remaining 
Harbor Square property. 

Impacts waterfront access at 
the north end of the Port. 

 

No effect. 

 

No effect. 

 

No effect. 

 

Overpass trestle spans south 
end of Marina. 

Passenger drop-off/pick-up 
traffic along Admiral Way 
through the Port. 

Emergency vehicle access 
ramp occupies Port property. 

7(E) Sound Transit? 

 

Yes.  Parking garage proposed 

in ST3 package. 
 

Yes. Improves intermodal 

connectivity through 
pedestrian/bicycle overpass 
component. 

 

Yes. Improves intermodal 

connectivity through 
pedestrian/bicycle overpass 
component. 

 

Yes. Improves intermodal 

connectivity through 
pedestrian/bicycle 
overpass/underpass 

component. 

 

Yes. ST 2 identifies Edmonds 

Station relocated with the Ferry 
Terminal. 
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7(F) Community Transit? 

 

Yes. Improves intermodal 

connectivity through 
pedestrian/bicycle overpass 

component. 

Maintains co-location of transit 
center with Sounder parking 

and ferry terminal facilities.  
However, enclosed transit 
centers are not preferred by 

CT. 

 

Yes. Improves intermodal 

connectivity through 
pedestrian/bicycle overpass 
component. 

 

Yes. Improves intermodal 

connectivity through 
pedestrian/bicycle overpass 
component. 

 

Yes. Improves intermodal 

connectivity through 
pedestrian/bicycle 
overpass/underpass 

component. 
 

While it provides a multimodal 

facility allowing connections 
between modes of travel, 
downtown is far and the 

multimodal connection to 
downtown is not efficient. 

7(G) BNSF Railroad? 

 

Yes.  Provides grade-separated 
clearance of BNSF ROW and 

significantly reduces pedestrian 
and vehicle traffic through at-
grade crossings. 

 

Yes.  Provides grade-separated 
clearance of BNSF ROW and 

significantly reduces pedestrian 
and vehicle traffic through at-
grade crossings. 

 

Yes.  Provides grade-
separated clearance of BNSF 

ROW and significantly reduces 
pedestrian and vehicle traffic 
through at-grade crossings. 

 

Yes.  Provides grade-separated 

clearance of BNSF ROW and 
significantly reduces pedestrian 
and vehicle traffic through at-

grade crossings. 

BNSF would prefer an 
overpass, rather than an 

underpass. The underpass 
alterative includes costs 
associated with building a 

second track to facilitate the 
construction of the underpass. 

 

Yes.  Provides grade-separated 
clearance of BNSF ROW and 

significantly reduces pedestrian 
and vehicle traffic through at-
grade crossings. 

(8) Is the alternative fundable 
and permittable? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8(A) Affordable based on 

project costs including design, 
construction and maintenance?  

[estimates in presented 

separately] 

 

[estimates in presented 

separately] 

 

[estimates in presented 

separately] 

 

[estimates in presented 

separately] 

Added maintenance for active 

internal drainage dewatering 
system. 

 

[estimates in presented 

separately] 

8(B) Attractive to grant money 

and stakeholder contribution? 
 

Alternative can demonstrate 

economic benefits, would 
benefit multiple stakeholders, 
and is thus attractive to grants. 

 

Alternative can demonstrate 

economic benefits, would 
benefit multiple stakeholders, 
and is thus attractive to grants. 

 

Alternative can demonstrate 

economic benefits, would 
benefit multiple stakeholders, 
and is thus attractive to grants. 

 

Alternative can demonstrate 

economic benefits, would 
benefit multiple stakeholders, 
and is thus attractive to grants. 

 

Alternative can demonstrate 

economic benefits, would 
benefit multiple stakeholders, 
and is thus attractive to grants. 

8(C) Permittable by resource 
agencies, tribes, BNSF? 

 

Challenges anticipated in 
acquiring permits for in-water 

construction of new ferry dock.  

Maintaining current in-water 
footprint enhances permitting. 

 

Maintaining current in-water 
footprint enhances permitting. 

 

Maintaining current in-water 
footprint enhances permitting. 
BNSF would prefer an 

overpass, rather than an 
underpass. 

 

EIS was completed and Record 
of Decision issued earlier for 
project – would need to be 

reviewed. 
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Section 4(f) challenge for 
displacing parkland. 

(9) Can the alternative avoid 
or minimize temporary 
construction impacts 
(measure of relative 
construction impacts)? 

 
Active construction duration – 
24 months 

 
Active construction duration – 
36 months 

 
Active construction duration – 
36 months 

 
Active construction duration – 
48 months 

 
Active construction duration – 
24 months 

9(A) To sensitive 
environments? 

 

In water construction will 
require mitigation.  Opportunity 

to mitigate at current ferry 
terminal location.  

Extensive re-construction at the 

dock will require temporary 
lanes in order to maintain 
service through construction. 

Limited in-water construction 
will be necessary. 

 

Extensive re-construction at 

the dock will require temporary 
lanes in order to maintain 
service through construction. 

Limited in-water construction 
will be necessary. 

 

Extensive re-construction at the 

dock will require temporary 
lanes in order to maintain 
service through construction. 

Limited in-water construction 
will be necessary. 

 

In water construction will 
require mitigation. There would 

be construction impacts to 
Marina Beach Park. 

9(B) To residents? 

 

Construction will disrupt nearby 

waterfront residents. 

 

Construction staging will require 

relocation of traffic along 
Sunset Avenue and Main 
Street.  Temporary closures to 

through traffic will be 
necessary. 

 

Construction staging will 

require relocation of traffic 
along Sunset Avenue and 
Main Street.  Temporary 

closures to through traffic will 
be necessary. 

 

Construction staging will require 

relocation of traffic along 
Sunset Avenue and Main 
Street.  Temporary closures to 

through traffic will be 
necessary, and lower Main 
Street will be closed for an 

extended period. 

 

Construction would be away 

from residents, although people 
living on boats in the south part 
of the Marina could be 

impacted by noise.  

9(C) To businesses? 

 

Requires mitigation of access 
interruption to remaining 

businesses in Harbor Square 
business park. 

 

Construction staging will require 
relocation of traffic along 

Sunset Avenue and Main 
Street.  Temporary closures to 
through traffic will be 

necessary. 

 

Construction staging will 
require relocation of traffic 

along Sunset Avenue and 
Main Street.  Temporary 
closures to through traffic will 

be necessary. 

 

Construction staging will require 
relocation of traffic along 

Sunset Avenue and Main 
Street.  Temporary closures to 
through traffic will be 

necessary, and lower Main 
Street will be closed for an 
extended period. 

 

Construction staging will impact 
the south end of the Marina 

including moorage, dry storage, 
parking and lift operations. 

9(D) To waterfront users? 

 

Will require temporary detours 
for waterfront pedestrians and 
vehicle traffic. 

 

Will require temporary detours 
for waterfront pedestrians and 
vehicle traffic. 

 

Will require temporary detours 
for waterfront pedestrians and 
vehicle traffic. 

 

Will require temporary detours 
for waterfront pedestrians and 
vehicle traffic. 

 

Will impact Marina Beach Park 
users and boardwalk users 
through the south end of 

marina. Part of the parking lot 
and park land would be taken 
for the project. 
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9(E) To freight traffic (on trains 

and to/ from ferry)? 

 

Construction adjacent to and 

over railroad tracks must be 
coordinated with BNSF. Freight 
traffic will experience 

construction zone speed 
restrictions relative to the 
construction duration. 

 

Construction adjacent to and 

over railroad tracks must be 
coordinated with BNSF. Freight 
traffic will experience 

construction zone speed 
restrictions relative to the 
construction duration. 

 

Construction adjacent to and 

over railroad tracks must be 
coordinated with BNSF. 
Freight traffic will experience 

construction zone speed 
restrictions relative to the 
construction duration. 

 

Freight traffic will experience 

construction zone speed 
restrictions relative to the 

construction duration. 

Will require construction of 
shoefly or 2nd track to phase 

construction of underpass 
beneath active railroad line.  

Construction adjacent to and 

over railroad tracks must be 
coordinated with BNSF. Freight 
traffic will experience 

construction zone speed 
restrictions relative to the 
construction duration. 

9(F) To bus transit users? 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 

9(G) To passenger rail users? 

 

Passenger rail users will 

experience construction zone 
speed restrictions relative to the 
construction duration.  

Passenger rail users will 

experience construction zone 
speed restrictions relative to the 
construction duration.  

Passenger rail users will 

experience construction zone 
speed restrictions relative to 
the construction duration.  

Passenger rail users will 

experience construction zone 
speed restrictions relative to the 
construction duration.  

Passenger rail users will 

experience construction zone 
speed restrictions relative to the 
construction duration. 

9(H) To ferry users? 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 
 

Yes. 

9(I) To transportation 
functionality? 

 

Yes. 

 

Construction staging will require 
relocation of traffic along 

Sunset Avenue and Main 
Street.  Temporary closures to 
through traffic will be 

necessary. 

Property acquisition will allow 
phased construction of elevated 

structure and provide temporary 
queuing while constructing 
within current holding lane 

location.  

Construction staging will 
require temporary relocation of 

traffic along Sunset Avenue 
and Main Street.  Temporary 
closures to through traffic will 

be necessary. 

Temporary queuing will be 
necessary while constructing 

elevated structure in current 
holding lane location. 

 

Construction staging will require 
relocation of traffic along 

Sunset Avenue and Main 
Street.  Temporary closures to 
through traffic will be 

necessary, and lower Main 
Street will be closed for an 
extended period. 

Temporary queuing will be 
necessary while constructing 
below-grade structure in current 

holding lane location.  

Yes. 

(10) How does the alternative 
affect the environment? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10(A) ecosystem resources 
(streams, marsh/ wetlands, 

marine shorelines)? 

 

Dock will occupy marine 
shoreline, and place contained 

fill in-water. 

 

Existing ferry dock would be 
reconstructed within current 

footprint. 

 

Existing ferry dock would be 
reconstructed within current 

footprint. 

 

Existing ferry dock would be 
reconstructed within current 

footprint. 

 

Trestle and slips would occupy 
marine shoreline. Potential 

impacts to Willow Creek or 
Edmonds Marsh depending on 
final project design.  
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10(B) historic, cultural, and 

archaeological resources? 

 

High probability for 

encountering archaeological 
resources (historic and 
prehistoric) in Dayton Street 

and Admiral Way. 

 

High probability for 

encountering archaeological 
resources.  

Low probability for 

encountering archaeological 
resources.  

High probability for 

encountering archaeological 
resources.  

Tribal U&A fishing rights 
present. 

Moderate to low probability for 

encountering archaeological 
resources.  

10(C) visual aesthetics? 

 

Scale of the parking garage 
requires architectural treatment 

to address visual impacts of the 
building mass.  Height of 
structure will be similar to some 

surrounding buildings in Harbor 
Square, but will be a story taller 
which presents a visual change. 

The overpass structure would 

not further obstruct water and 
mountain views as the adjacent 
buildings are as tall, or taller, 

than the proposed overpass 
structure. 

The ferry dock, with active ferry 
traffic, would be highly visible 

from along the waterfront and 
upland, as is the current ferry 
dock.  However, a new location 

creates impacts on different 
viewers.   

 

Scale of the elevated vehicle 
queuing and overpass structure 

will dominate lower Main Street 
and Sunset Avenue corridors, 
block views, and place street 

areas and adjacent businesses 
in shadow. 

Height of structure east of 
railroad tracks can be reduced 

by lowering Main Street and 
grades.  Reduced clearance 
above Main Street and Sunset 

Avenue may be permittable.  

 

Scale of the elevated vehicle 
queuing and overpass 

structure will dominate lower 
Main Street and Sunset 
Avenue corridors, block views, 

and place street areas and 
adjacent businesses in 
shadow. 

Height of structure east of 

railroad tracks can be reduced 
by lowering Main Street and 
grades.  Reduced clearance 

above Main Street and Sunset 
Avenue may be permittable. 

 

Placing vehicle queuing and 

ferry traffic below grade, and 
redeveloping streetscapes can 
improve the visual aesthetics of 

the lower Main Street and 
Sunset Avenue corridors.  

 

The overpass and terminal 
would be visible to some 

residences in the Point 
Edwards community. 

The ferry trestle and slips would 
be highly visible from along the 

waterfront and upland, as is the 
current ferry dock. However, a 
new location creates impacts 

on different viewers, such as 
the Marina and Point Edwards 
residents.   

Views from Marina Beach Park 

would be greatly altered. 

10(D) noise levels? 

 

Ferry dock operations would 
create noise levels similar to 

current conditions, but in a new 
location. 

Engine noise from truck 
elevated atop the parking 

structure has potential to affect 
more residents than the present 
at-grade vehicle queuing. 

Temporary construction effects 

including impact pile driving. 

 

Engine noise from truck 
elevated atop the parking 

structure has potential to affect 
more residents than the present 
at-grade vehicle queuing. 

Temporary construction effects.  

Engine noise from truck 
elevated atop the parking 

structure has potential to affect 
more residents than the 
present at-grade vehicle 

queuing. 

Temporary construction 
effects. 

 

Engine noise from vehicles 
loading and offloading ferry will 

be reduced through below-
grade passage. 

Temporary construction effects. 
 

Ferry dock operations would 
create noise levels similar to 

current conditions, but in a new 
location. 

Temporary construction effects 
including impact pile driving. 
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10(E) sites containing 

hazardous materials 

 

No impacts to sites containing 

hazardous materials are 
anticipated from this alternative.  
Hazardous materials may be 

encountered while constructing 
foundation systems. 

 

No impacts to sites containing 

hazardous materials are 
anticipated from this alternative.  
Hazardous materials may be 

encountered while constructing 
foundation systems.  

 

No impacts to sites containing 

hazardous materials are 
anticipated from this 
alternative.  Hazardous 

materials may be encountered 
while constructing foundation 
systems. 

 

Impacts to sites containing 

hazardous materials could 
occur from this alternative.  The 
underpass will require more 

excavation compared to other 
alternatives and will 
continuously operate an internal 

drainage dewatering system. 

 

Potential to impacts to sites 

containing hazardous materials 
as terminal would be located on 
former Unocal property.  

10(F) park lands or 
recreational? 

 

Ferry dock displaces large 
portion of Olympic Park and 
occupies shoreline and 

tidelands near the fishing pier. 

Alternative provides for 
repurposing the existing ferry 
dock, vehicle holding lanes for 

park lands or other uses. 

 

Alternative would not displace 
parklands or recreational areas. 

 

Alternative would not displace 
parklands or recreational 

areas. 

 

Alternative would not displace 
parklands or recreational areas. 

 

Alternative would displace a 
parkland and recreational area 

(Marina Beach Park). The park 
would experience impacts, such 
as increased noise and air 

quality. 

10(G) air quality? 

 

Air quality effects should be 
similar to current ferry facility 

operations.  Grade separation 
from rail traffic will reduce traffic 
delays and emissions from 

delayed ferries and idling 
vehicles.   

 

Air quality effects should be 
similar to current ferry facility 

operations.  Grade separation 
from rail traffic will reduce traffic 
delays and emissions from 

delayed ferries and idling 
vehicles.   

 

Air quality effects should be 
similar to current ferry facility 

operations.  Grade separation 
from rail traffic will reduce 
traffic delays and emissions 

from delayed ferries and idling 
vehicles.   

 

Air quality effects should be 
similar to current ferry facility 

operations.  Grade separation 
from rail traffic will reduce traffic 
delays and emissions from 

delayed ferries and idling 
vehicles.   

 

Air quality effects should be 
similar to current ferry facility 

operations.  Grade separation 
from rail traffic will reduce traffic 
delays and emissions from 

delayed ferries and idling 
vehicles.   

10(H) soils and groundwater? 

 

Foundation systems may create 

temporary impacts during 
construction. 

 

Foundation systems may create 

temporary impacts during 
construction. 

 

Foundation systems may 

create temporary impacts 
during construction. 

 

Impacts to soils and 

groundwater are anticipated 
from this alternative because of 
the scale of excavation, 

temporary construction 
dewatering, and long-term 
internal drainage dewatering. 

 

Foundation systems may create 

temporary impacts during 
construction. 

10(I) social and economic (incl. 
disproportionate impacts)? 

 

Dislocation of office buildings in 
Harbor Square business park 
and the Pantley Building. 

 

Temporary business disruption 
will occur during construction. 

Dislocation of businesses for 
right-of-way acquisition. 

Visual and experiential effects 
of the elevated structure are 

anticipated to impact 
businesses. 

 

Temporary business disruption 
will occur during construction. 

Temporary easements on 
business properties required 
for staging construction. 

Visual and experiential effects 

of the elevated structure are 
anticipated to impact 
businesses. 

 

Temporary business disruption 
will occur during construction. 

Temporary easements on 
business properties required for 
staging construction.  

Changes in the visual character 
of the area due to the new 
terminal and trestle would 
impact residences with views 

toward the water and park 
users. 

No business relocations or 
impacts. 
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Ferry Alternatives  Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

CRITERION 

Dayton Street New  
Ferry Terminal 

Main Street Ferry  
Overpass 1(Full Build) 

Main Street Overpass 2 
(Minimum Build) Main Street Ferry Underpass Edmonds Crossing with 

Emergency Access Ramp 

RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING RATING REASONING 

(11) Does the alternative 
address impacts of sea level 
rise? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

11(A) To existing infrastructure 
and access 

 

Alternative would remove ferry 
operations from the existing 
dock which is functionally at risk 

due to sea level rise, as well as 
in need of seismic retrofitting. 

 

Alternative would replace the 
existing dock which is 
functionally at risk due to sea 

level rise, as well as in need of 
seismic retrofitting. 

 

Alternative would replace the 
existing dock which is 
functionally at risk due to sea 

level rise, as well as in need of 
seismic retrofitting. 

 

Alternative would replace the 
existing dock which is 
functionally at risk due to sea 

level rise, as well as in need of 
seismic retrofitting. 

 

Alternative would remove ferry 
operations from the existing 
dock which is functionally at risk 

due to sea level rise, as well as 
in need of seismic retrofitting. 

(1) Does the alternative 
improve reliable emergency 
response to the west side of 
the railroad tracks?  

Yes. Provides continuous 

access for emergency response 
by aid car and firetruck.  
Overpass is located 11 blocks 

from Fire District Station 17 and 
lands at the mid-point of the 
waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides continuous 

access for emergency response 
by aid car and firetruck.  
Overpass is located 11 blocks 

from Fire District Station 17 and 
lands at the north end of the 
waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides continuous 

access for emergency 
response by aid car and 
firetruck.  Overpass is located 

11 blocks from Fire District 
Station 17 and lands at the 
north end of the waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides continuous 

access for emergency response 
by aid car and firetruck.  
Underpass is located 11 blocks 

from Fire District Station 17 and 
lands at the north end of the 
waterfront. 

 

Yes. Provides continuous 

access for emergency response 
by aid car and firetruck.  
Overpass is located 18 blocks 

from Fire District Station 17 and 
lands at the south end of the 
waterfront. 
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Table D-4. Level 2 Screening Evaluation Summary 

 Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 
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(1) Does the alternative improve 
reliable emergency response to the 
west side of the railroad tracks? 

           

(2) Does the alternative provide for 
emergency evacuation of the 
waterfront? 

           

(3) Does the alternative reduce 
delays to ferry loading/unloading of 
vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians? 

           

(4) Does the alternative improve 
circulation and reduce delays and 
conflicts for pedestrians, bicycles, 
motorists and freight at 
roadway/railroad crossings? 

          

(5) Does the alternative provide 
safer and more efficient intermodal 
passenger connectivity between 
ferry, commuter rail, bus transit for 
pedestrians, bicycles and motor 
vehicle travel? 

          

(6) Does the alternative fit with 
urban design concepts and 
community goals? 

          

(7) Is the alternative consistent with 
Stakeholders’ current and future 

operations? 
          

(8) Is the alternative fundable and 
permittable?            
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 Greatly Improves  Somewhat Improves  No Change  Somewhat Degrades  Greatly Degrades  Fatal Flaw 

LEVEL 2 SCREENING RESULTS 
SUMMARY 
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(9) Can the alternative avoid or 
minimize temporary construction 
impacts (measure of relative 
construction impacts)? 

           

(10) How does the alternative affect 
the environment?           

(11) Does the alternative address 
impacts of sea level rise?            
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D.2 LEVEL 2 ALTERNATIVES 
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D.3 LEVEL 2 COST ESTIMATES 

 

Table D-5. Midblock Overpass Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Midblock Overpass (Overpass 5) 

Description: New 16' pedestrian/bicycle bridge with stairs/elevators 

Project Duration: 4-6 months 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 

15' high) 

 SF  $200   $-    

Retaining Wall - Tangent Pile (H greater than 
24' High) 

 SF  $400   $-    

Sound Wall  SF  $32   $-    

Pedestrian Bridge 120 LF  $7,200   $864,000  

Pedestrian Access (Cut and Cover)  LF  $24,000   $-    

Bridge Structure - Roadway  SF  $450   $-    

Demolition     

Demolition - Building  SF  $20   $-    

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement 56 SY  $21   $1,167  

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter 200 LF  $10   $2,000  

Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk 178 SY  $29   $5,156  

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk  SF  $5   $-    

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path 1,920 SF  $17   $32,640  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 
(including Curb & Sidewalk) 

 SF  $29   $-    

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving  SF  $23   $-    

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection  EA  $272,200   $-    

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation  CY  $19   $-    

Roadway Modification, Embankment  CY  $7   $-    

Driveway Modification 1 EA  $5,000   $5,000  

Parking Lot Reconfiguration 1 LS  $2,500   $2,500  

Traffic Signal, New  EA  $294,000   $-    

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing  EA  $465,100   $-    

Miscellaneous     

Bus Stop Rebuild  EA  $89,300   $-    

Surface Parking 10 STL  $4,680   $46,800  

Structured Parking  STL  $23,770   $-    

Elevators - 30' Rise 2 EA  $248,600   $497,200  

Emergency Vehicle Storage near dock 1 EA  $200,000   $200,000  

Emergency Vehicle (ambulance) 1 EA  $150,000   $150,000  

Stairs (30' high) 2 EA  $138,000   $276,000  

Landscaping 600 SF  $8   $4,800  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (10%) 1 LS  $226,246   $226,246  

BNSF Flaggers 2,080 HR  $200   $416,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 1  LF  $240   $-    
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Utility Relocation - Level 2 120 LF  $270   $32,400  

Utility Relocation - Level 3  LF  $1,070   $-    

Park Mitigation Allowance 120 LF  $400   $48,000  

Storm Water Management - Closed System 120 LF  $200   $24,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1  LF  $100   $-    

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2 120 LF  $200   $24,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3  LF  $360   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $82   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium  LF  $230   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy 120 LF  $390   $46,800  

Construction Subtotal     $2,904,708  

Design Contingency (30%)     $871,413  

Subtotal     $3,776,121  

Management Reserve (4%)     $116,188  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $275,947  

Construction Total     $4,168,257  

ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks)  SF  $125   $-    

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 4,000  SF  $125   $500,000  

Parking Mitigation 1,800  SF  $160   $288,000  

Environmental Mitigation  SF  $160   $-    

Park Mitigation 2,160  SF  $125   $270,000  

Total ROW     $1,058,000  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $87,141.25  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 
agreements) 

  15%  $435,706.27  

Permitting   4%  $116,188.34  

Construction Management   10%  $290,470.84  

 Project Total Cost Estimate      $6,000,000  

 Level 2 Evaluation Range      $5,000,000   $7,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative. 

  



Edmonds Waterfront Access Study  October 2016 DRAFT 

 D-142  

Table D-6. Main Street Overpass Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Main Street Overpass (Overpass 7A) 

Description: New 16' pedestrian/bicycle bridge with stairs/elevators 

Project Duration: 6-8 months 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 
15' high) 

 SF  $200   $-    

Retaining Wall - Tangent Pile (H greater than 

24' High) 

 SF  $400   $-    

Sound Wall  SF  $32   $-    

Pedestrian Bridge 160 LF  $7,200   $1,152,000  

Pedestrian Access (Cut and Cover)  LF  $24,000   $-    

Bridge Structure - Roadway  SF  $450   

Demolition     

Demolition - Building  SF  $20   $-    

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement 167 SY  $21   $3,500  

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter  LF  $10   $-    

Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk  SY  $29   $-    

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk 1,200 SF  $5   $6,000  

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path 2,560 SF  $17   $43,520  

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 

(including Curb & Sidewalk) 

 SF  $29   $-    
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving  SF  $23   $-    

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection  EA  $272,200   $-    

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation  CY  $19   $-    

Roadway Modification, Embankment  CY  $7   $-    

Driveway Modification  EA  $5,000   $-    

Parking Lot Reconfiguration 1 LS  $5,000   $5,000  

Traffic Signal, New  EA  $294,000   $-    

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing  EA  $465,100   $-    

Miscellaneous     

Bus Stop Rebuild  EA  $89,300   $-    

Surface Parking 7 STL  $4,680   $32,760  

Structured Parking  STL  $23,770   $-    

Elevators - 30' Rise 2 EA  $248,600   $497,200  

Emergency Vehicle Storage near dock 1 EA  $200,000   $200,000  

Emergency Vehicle (ambulance) 1 EA  $150,000   $150,000  

Stairs (30' high) 2 EA  $138,000   $276,000  

Landscaping 800 SF  $8   $6,400  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (10%) 1 LS  $322,705   $322,705  

Additional Construction Staging * 1 LS  $84,000   $84,000  

BNSF Flaggers 2,773 HR  $200   $554,667  

Utility Relocation - Level 1 160 LF  $240   $38,400  

Utility Relocation - Level 2  LF  $270   $-    
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Utility Relocation - Level 3  LF  $1,070   $-    

Park Mitigation Allowance 160 LF  $400   $64,000  

Storm Water Management - Closed System 160 LF  $200   $32,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1  LF  $100   $-    

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2 160 LF  $200   $32,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3  LF  $360   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $82   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium 80 LF  $230   $18,400  

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy 80 LF  $390   $31,200  

Construction Subtotal     $3,549,751  

Design Contingency (30%)     $1,064,925  

Subtotal     $4,614,677  

Management Reserve (4%)     $141,990  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $337,226  

Construction Total     $5,093,893  

ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks) 3,300 SF  $125   $412,500  

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 3,500 SF  $150   $525,000  

Parking Mitigation  SF  $160   $-    

Environmental Mitigation 3,500 SF  $160   $560,000  

Park Mitigation 3,500 SF  $150   $525,000  

Total ROW     $2,022,500  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $106,492.54  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 

agreements) 

  15%  $532,462.70  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Permitting   4%  $141,990.05  

Construction Management   10%  $354,975.13  

Project Total Cost Estimate     $8,000,000  

Level 2 Evaluation Range     $7,000,000   $9,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative. 
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Table D-7. Main Street Overpass - Option 3 Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Main Street Overpass (Overpass 7A) - Option 3 

Description: New 16' pedestrian/bicycle bridge with ADA ramps 

Project Duration6-8 months 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 
15' high) 

 SF  $200   $-    

Retaining Wall - Tangent Pile (H greater than 

24' High) 

 SF  $400   $-    

Sound Wall  SF  $32   $-    

Pedestrian Bridge 1,180 LF  $7,200   $8,496,000  

Pedestrian Access (Cut and Cover)  LF  $24,000   $-    

Bridge Structure - Roadway  SF  $450   

Demolition     

Demolition - Building  SF  $20   $-    

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement 680 SY  $21   $14,280  

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter  LF  $10   $-    

Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk  SY  $29   $-    

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk 1,200 SF  $5   $6,000  

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path 18,880 SF  $17   $320,960  

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 

(including Curb & Sidewalk) 

 SF  $29   $-    
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving  SF  $23   $-    

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection  EA  $272,200   $-    

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation  CY  $19   $-    

Roadway Modification, Embankment  CY  $7   $-    

Driveway Modification 1 EA  $5,000   $5,000  

Parking Lot Reconfiguration 1 LS  $5,000   $5,000  

Traffic Signal, New  EA  $294,000   $-    

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing  EA  $465,100   $-    

Miscellaneous     

Bus Stop Rebuild  EA  $89,300   $-    

Surface Parking 8 STL  $4,680   $37,440  

Structured Parking  STL  $23,770   $-    

Elevators - 30' Rise 2 EA  $248,600   $497,200  

Emergency Vehicle Storage near dock 1 EA  $200,000   $200,000  

Emergency Vehicle (ambulance) 1 EA  $150,000   $150,000  

Stairs (30' high) 2 EA  $138,000   $276,000  

Landscaping 5,900 SF  $8   $47,200  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (10%) 1 LS  $1,191,805   $1,191,805  

Additional Construction Staging * 1 LS  $84,000   $84,000  

BNSF Flaggers 2,773 HR  $200   $554,667  

Utility Relocation - Level 1 590 LF  $240   $141,600  

Utility Relocation - Level 2 590 LF  $270   $159,300  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Utility Relocation - Level 3  LF  $1,070   $-    

Park Mitigation Allowance 500 LF  $400   $200,000  

Storm Water Management - Closed System 1,180 LF  $200   $236,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1 1,000 LF  $100   $100,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2 180 LF  $200   $36,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3  LF  $360   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $82   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium 680 LF  $230   $156,400  

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy 500 LF  $390   $195,000  

Construction Subtotal     $13,109,851  

Design Contingency (30%)     $3,932,955  

Subtotal     $17,042,807  

Management Reserve (4%)     $524,394  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $1,245,436  

Construction Total     $18,812,637  

ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks) 12,240  SF  $125   $1,530,000  

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 9,000  SF  $150   $1,350,000  

Parking Mitigation 1,440  SF  $160   $230,400  

Environmental Mitigation 9,000  SF  $160   $1,440,000  

Park Mitigation 9,000  SF  $150   $1,350,000  

Total ROW     $5,900,400  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $393,295.54  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 
agreements) 

  15%  $1,966,477.70  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Permitting   4%  $524,394.05  

Construction Management   10%  $1,310,985.13  

 Project Total Cost Estimate      $29,000,000  

     

 Level 2 Evaluation Range      $26,000,000   $32,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative. 
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Table D-8. Main Street Underpass Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Main Street Underpass (Overpass 4) 

Description: New 16' pedestrian/bicycle cut and cover path 

Project Duration: 6-9 months 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 
15' high) 

 SF  $200   $-    

Retaining Wall - Secant Pile 7,200 SF  $460   $3,312,000  

Sound Wall  SF  $32   $-    

Pedestrian Bridge  LF  $7,200   $-    

Pedestrian Access (Cut and Cover) 105 LF  $24,000   $2,520,000  

Bridge Structure - Roadway  SF  $450   

Demolition     

Demolition - Building  SF  $20   $-    

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement 210 SY  $21   $4,410  

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter 450 LF  $10   $4,500  

Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk 400 SY  $29   $11,600  

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk 3,600 SF  $5   $18,000  

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path 9,360 SF  $17   $159,120  

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 
(including Curb & Sidewalk) 

 SF  $29   $-    

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving  SF  $23   $-    

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection  EA  $272,200   $-    

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation 4,267 CY  $19   $81,067  

Roadway Modification, Embankment  CY  $7   $-    

Driveway Modification 1 EA  $5,000   $5,000  

Parking Lot Reconfiguration 1 LS  $5,000   $5,000  

Traffic Signal, New  EA  $294,000   $-    

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing  EA  $465,100   $-    

Miscellaneous     

Bus Stop Rebuild 1 EA  $225,800   $225,800  

Surface Parking  STL  $4,680   $-    

BNSF Second Track*  LS  $10,000,000   $-    

Stormwater Pump Station (small)* 1 EA  $100,000   $100,000  

Elevators - 30' Rise  EA  $248,600   $-    

Emergency Vehicle Storage near dock 1 EA  $200,000   $200,000  

Emergency Vehicle (ambulance) 1 EA  $150,000   $150,000  

Stairs (30' high) 1 EA  $138,000   $138,000  

Landscaping 2,925 SF  $8   $23,400  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (10%) 1 LS  $880,320   $880,320  

Additional Construction Staging * 1 LS  $84,000   $84,000  

BNSF Flaggers 3,120 HR  $200   $624,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 1  LF  $240   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 2  LF  $270   $-    
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Utility Relocation - Level 3 585 LF  $1,070   $625,950  

Park Mitigation Allowance 255 LF  $400   $102,000  

Storm Water Management - Closed System 585 LF  $200   $117,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1  LF  $100   $-    

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2 585 LF  $200   $117,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3  LF  $360   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $82   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium 330 LF  $230   $75,900  

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy 255 LF  $390   $99,450  

Construction Subtotal     $9,683,516  

Design Contingency (30%)     $2,905,055  

Subtotal     $12,588,571  

Management Reserve (10%)     $968,352  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $919,934  

Construction Total     $14,476,857  

ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks) 4,050  SF  $125   $506,250  

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 7,980  SF  $150   $1,197,000  

Parking Mitigation  SF  $160   $-    

Environmental Mitigation 4,590  SF  $160   $734,400  

Park Mitigation 4,590  SF  $150   $688,500  

Total ROW     $3,126,150  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $290,505.49  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 
agreements) 

  15%  $1,452,527.45  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Permitting   4%  $387,340.65  

Construction Management   10%  $968,351.63  

 Project Total Cost Estimate      $21,000,000  

 Level 2 Evaluation Range      $19,000,000   $23,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative. 
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Table D-9. Admiral Way Overpass Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Admiral Way Overpass (Overpass 1) - Option 2 

Description: New 16' roadway crossing with ramps 

Project Duration: 6-9 months 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 
15' high) 

 SF  $200   $-    

Retaining Wall - Tangent Pile (H greater than 

24' High) 
 SF  $400   $-    

Sound Wall  SF  $32   $-    

Pedestrian Bridge  LF  $7,200   $-    

Pedestrian Access (Cut and Cover)  LF  $24,000   $-    

Bridge Structure - Roadway 22,410 SF  $450   $10,084,500  

Demolition     

Demolition - Building  SF  $20   $-    

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement 18 SY  $21   $382  

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter  LF  $10   $-    

Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk  SY  $29   $-    

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk  SF  $5   $-    

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path 28,000 SF  $17   $476,000  

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 

(including Curb & Sidewalk) 
 SF  $29   $-    
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving  SF  $23   $-    

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection  EA  $272,200   $-    

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation  CY  $19   $-    

Roadway Modification, Embankment  CY  $7   $-    

Driveway Modification 3 EA  $5,000   $15,000  

Parking Lot Reconfiguration 1 LS  $10,000   $10,000  

Traffic Signal, New  EA  $294,000   $-    

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing  EA  $465,100   $-    

Miscellaneous     

Bus Stop Rebuild  EA  $89,300   $-    

Surface Parking 15 STL  $4,680   $70,200  

Structured Parking  STL  $23,770   $-    

Elevators - 30' Rise  EA  $248,600   $-    

Emergency Vehicle Storage near dock  EA  $200,000   $-    

Emergency Vehicle (ambulance)  EA  $150,000   $-    

Stairs (30' high)  EA  $138,000   $-    

Landscaping 8,750 SF  $8   $70,000  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (10%) 1 LS  $1,219,268   $1,219,268  

BNSF Flaggers 3,120 HR  $200   $624,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 1 1,300 LF  $240   $312,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 2  LF  $270   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 3  LF  $1,070   $-    
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Park Mitigation Allowance 460 LS  $400   $184,000  

Storm Water Management - Closed System 1,300 LF  $200   $260,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1 500 LF  $100   $50,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2  LF  $200   $-    

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3 800 LF  $360   $288,000  

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $82   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium 840 LF  $230   $193,200  

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy 460 LF  $390   $179,400  

Construction Subtotal     $14,035,950  

Design Contingency (30%)     $4,210,785  

Subtotal     $18,246,736  

Management Reserve (4%)     $561,438  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $1,333,415  

Construction Total     $20,141,589  

ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks) 23,310  SF  $45   $1,048,950  

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 8,190  SF  $45   $368,550  

Parking Mitigation 2,700  SF  $160   $432,000  

Environmental Mitigation 8,280  SF  $160   $1,324,800  

Park Mitigation 8,280  SF  $45   $372,600  

Total ROW     $3,546,900  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $421,078.51  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 
agreements) 

  15%  $2,105,392.56  

Permitting   4%  $561,438.02  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Construction Management   10%  $1,403,595.04  

Project Total Cost Estimate     $28,000,000  

Level 2 Evaluation Range     $25,000,000   $31,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative. 
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Table D-10. Dayton Street Overpass Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Dayton Street Overpass (Overpass 4B) 

Description: New 16' roadway crossing with ramps 

Project Duration: 6-9 months 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 
15' high) 

 SF  $200   $-    

Retaining Wall - Tangent Pile (H greater than 

24' High) 
 SF  $400   $-    

Sound Wall  SF  $32   $-    

Pedestrian Bridge  LF  $7,200   $-    

Pedestrian Access (Cut and Cover)  LF  $24,000   $-    

Bridge Structure - Roadway 23,400 SF  $450   $10,530,000  

Demolition     

Demolition - Building  SF  $20   $-    

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement 52 SY  $21   $1,092  

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter  LF  $10   $-    

Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk  SY  $29   $-    

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk  SF  $5   $-    

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path 20,800 SF  $17   $353,600  

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 

(including Curb & Sidewalk) 
 SF  $29   $-    
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving  SF  $23   $-    

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection  EA  $272,200   $-    

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation  CY  $19   $-    

Roadway Modification, Embankment  CY  $7   $-    

Driveway Modification 3 EA  $5,000   $15,000  

Parking Lot Reconfiguration 1 LS  $20,000   $20,000  

Traffic Signal, New  EA  $294,000   $-    

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing  EA  $465,100   $-    

Miscellaneous     

Bus Stop Rebuild  EA  $89,300   $-    

Surface Parking 35 STL  $4,680   $163,800  

Structured Parking  STL  $23,770   $-    

Elevators - 30' Rise  EA  $248,600   $-    

Emergency Vehicle Storage near dock  EA  $200,000   $-    

Emergency Vehicle (ambulance)  EA  $150,000   $-    

Stairs (30' high)  EA  $87,000   $-    

Landscaping 6,500 SF  $8   $52,000  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (10%) 1 LS  $1,326,549   $1,326,549  

BNSF Flaggers 3,120 HR  $200   $624,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 1  LF  $240   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 2  LF  $270   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 3 1,300 LF  $1,070   $1,391,000  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Park Mitigation Allowance  LF  $400   $-    

Storm Water Management - Closed System 1,300 LF  $200   $260,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1 800 LF  $100   $80,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2 500 LF  $200   $100,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3  LF  $360   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $82   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium 1,300 LF  $230   $299,000  

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy  LF  $390   $-    

Construction Subtotal     $15,216,041  

Design Contingency (30%)     $4,564,812  

Subtotal     $19,780,854  

Management Reserve (4%)     $608,642  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $1,445,524  

Construction Total     $21,835,019  

ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks) 11,700  SF  $75   $877,500  

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 11,700  SF  $75   $877,500  

Parking Mitigation 6,300  SF  $160   $1,008,000  

Environmental Mitigation  SF  $160   $-    

Park Mitigation  SF  $75   $-    

Total ROW     $2,763,000  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $456,481.24  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 
agreements) 

  15%  $2,282,406.18  

Permitting   4%  $608,641.65  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Construction Management   10%  $1,521,604.12  

Project Total Cost Estimate     $29,000,000  

Level 2 Evaluation Range     $26,000,000   $32,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative 
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Table D-11. Edmonds Street Overpass Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Edmonds Street Overpass (Overpass 9) 

Description: New 16' roadway crossing with ramps 

Project Duration: 6-9 months 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 
15' high) 

9,000 SF  $200   $1,800,000  

Retaining Wall - Tangent Pile (H greater than 

24' High) 
 SF  $400   $-    

Sound Wall  SF  $32   $-    

Pedestrian Bridge  LF  $7,200   $-    

Pedestrian Access (Cut and Cover)  LF  $24,000   $-    

Bridge Structure - Roadway 6,840 SF  $450   $3,078,000  

Bridge Structure - Steel Truss up to 150' 

span* 
1,800 SF  $1,500   $2,700,000  

Demolition     

Demolition - Building  SF  $20   $-    

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement  SY  $21   $-    

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter 20 LF  $10   $200  

Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk 13 SY  $29   $387  

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk 120 SF  $5   $600  

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path 8,320 SF  $17   $141,440  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 
(including Curb & Sidewalk) 

 SF  $29   $-    

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving  SF  $23   $-    

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection  EA  $272,200   $-    

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation  CY  $19   $-    

Roadway Modification, Embankment  CY  $7   $-    

Driveway Modification  EA  $5,000   $-    

Parking Lot Reconfiguration  LS  $10,000   $-    

Traffic Signal, New  EA  $294,000   $-    

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing  EA  $465,100   $-    

Miscellaneous     

Bus Stop Rebuild  EA  $89,300   $-    

Surface Parking  STL  $4,680   $-    

Structured Parking  STL  $23,770   $-    

Elevators - 30' Rise  EA  $248,600   $-    

Emergency Vehicle Storage near dock  EA  $200,000   $-    

Emergency Vehicle (ambulance)  EA  $150,000   $-    

Stairs (30' high)  EA  $87,000   $-    

Landscaping 2,600 SF  $8   $20,800  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (10%) 1 LS  $1,088,223   $1,088,223  

BNSF Flaggers 3,120 HR  $200   $624,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 1 520 LF  $240   $124,800  



Edmonds Waterfront Access Study  October 2016 DRAFT 

 D-164  

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Utility Relocation - Level 2  LF  $270   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 3  LF  $1,070   $-    

Park Mitigation Allowance 520 LF  $400   $208,000  

Storm Water Management - Closed System 520 LF  $200   $104,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1  LF  $100   $-    

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2 520 LF  $200   $104,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3  LF  $360   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $82   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium  LF  $230   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy 0 LF  $390   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Extra 
Heavy 

520 LF  $5,000   $2,600,000  

Construction Subtotal     $12,594,449  

Design Contingency (30%)     $3,778,335  

Subtotal     $16,372,784  

Management Reserve (4%)     $503,778  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $1,196,473  

Construction Total     $18,073,035  

ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks) 2,520  SF  $10   $25,200  

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 6,840  SF  $10   $68,400  

Parking Mitigation  SF  $160   $-    

Environmental Mitigation 9,360  SF  $160   $1,497,600  

Park Mitigation 9,360  SF  $10   $93,600  

Total ROW     $1,684,800  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $377,833.48  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 

agreements) 
  15%  $1,889,167.40  

Permitting   4%  $503,777.97  

Construction Management   10%  $1,259,444.93  

 Project Total Cost Estimate      $24,000,000  

 Level 2 Evaluation Range      $22,000,000   $26,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative. 
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Table D-12. Dayton Street New Ferry Terminal Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Dayton Street New Ferry Terminal 

Description: New ferry terminal build at Dayton Street 

Project Duration: 2 years 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Ferry Terminal     

WSF Terminal 1 LS  $4,620,000   $4,620,000  

Trestle 1 LS  $19,200,000   $19,200,000  

Wingwalls 1 LS  $2,120,000   $2,120,000  

Dolphins 1 LS  $3,200,000   $3,200,000  

VTS 1 LS  $6,090,000   $6,090,000  

Bridge Seat 1 LS  $690,000   $690,000  

Utilities for Ferry System 1 LS  $2,450,000   $2,450,000  

Overhead Walkway (assume reuse of 

existing) 
1 LS  $4,971,000   $4,971,000  

Buildings and Generator 1 LS  $14,575,000   $14,575,000  

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 

15' high) 
16,000 SF  $200   $3,200,000  

Retaining Wall - Tangent Pile (H greater than 
24' High) 

 SF  $400   $-    

Sound Wall  SF  $32   $-    

Pedestrian Bridge 500 LF  $7,200   $3,600,000  

Pedestrian Access (Cut and Cover)  LF  $24,000   $-    

Bridge Structure - Roadway 71,800 SF  $300   $21,540,000  
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Demolition     

Existing Terminal Removal 1 LS  $6,300,000   $6,300,000  

Demolition - Building 71,000 SF  $20   $1,420,000  

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement 13,711 SY  $21   $287,933  

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter 3,500 LF  $10   $35,000  

Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk 1,689 SY  $29   $48,978  

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk  SF  $5   $-    

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path  SF  $17   $-    

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 
(including Curb & Sidewalk) 

98,500 SF  $29   $2,856,500  

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving 71,800 SF  $23   $1,651,400  

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection 2 EA  $272,200   $544,400  

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation  CY  $19   $-    

Roadway Modification, Embankment  CY  $7   $-    

Driveway Modification  EA  $5,000   $-    

Parking Lot Reconfiguration  LS  $5,000   $-    

Traffic Signal, New 2 EA  $294,000   $588,000  

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing  EA  $465,100   $-    

Miscellaneous     

Relocate Transit Center* 1 EA  $1,182,600   $1,182,600  

Maintenance and Restroom Buildings 1 LS  $700,000   $700,000  

Structured Parking 870 STL  $23,770   $20,679,900  
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Elevators - 30' Rise 2 EA  $248,600   $497,200  

Emergency Vehicle Storage near dock  EA  $200,000   $-    

Stairs (30' high) 2 EA  $138,000   $276,000  

Landscaping 63,400 SF  $8   $507,200  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (8%) 1 LS  $10,848,249   $10,848,249  

Additional Construction Staging * 1 LS  $788,000   $788,000  

BNSF Flaggers 8,320 HR  $200   $1,664,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 1  LF  $960   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 2 2,500 LF  $1,080   $2,700,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 3  LF  $4,280   $-    

Park Mitigation Allowance 500 LF  $1,600   $800,000  

Storm Water Management - Closed System 2,500 LF  $800   $2,000,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1 2,000 LF  $400   $800,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2 500 LF  $800   $400,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3  LF  $1,440   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $328   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium 2,000 LF  $920   $1,840,000  

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy  LF  $1,560   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Extra 
Heavy 

500 LF  $1,560   $780,000  

Construction Subtotal     $146,451,360  

Design Contingency (30%)     $43,935,408  

Subtotal     $190,386,768  

Management Reserve (4%)     $5,858,054  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $13,912,879  

Construction Total     $210,157,702  
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ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks) 131,000  SF  $150   $19,650,000  

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 46,000  SF  $150   $6,900,000  

Temporary Holding Lanes  SF  $16   $-    

Environmental Mitigation 9,000  SF  $160   $1,440,000  

Park Mitigation 9,000  SF  $150   $1,350,000  

Total ROW     $29,340,000  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $4,393,540.80  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 
agreements) 

  15%  $21,967,704.00  

Permitting   4%  $5,858,054.40  

Construction Management   10%  $14,645,136.00  

 Project Total Cost Estimate      $286,000,000  

 Level 2 Evaluation Range      $257,000,000   $315,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative. 
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Table D-13. Main Street Ferry Overpass - Full Build Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Main Street Ferry Overpass - Full Build 

Description: Overpass holding/loading lanes at Main Street 

Project Duration: 3 years 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Ferry Terminal     

Temporary Toll Booths 1 LS  $3,000,000   $3,000,000  

Temporary Holding Lanes 1 LS  $631,800   $631,800  

Constricted Work Zone Allowance 1 LS  $5,283,459   $5,283,459  

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 
15' high) 

 SF  $200   $-    

Retaining Wall - Tangent Pile (H greater than 
24' High) 

18,000 SF  $400   $7,200,000  

Sound Wall  SF  $32   $-    

Pedestrian Bridge 200 LF  $7,200   $1,440,000  

Pedestrian Access (Cut and Cover)  LF  $24,000   $-    

Bridge Structure - Roadway 114,000 SF  $300   $34,200,000  

Demolition     

Existing Terminal Removal  LS  $6,300,000   $-    

Demolition - Building 2,800 SF  $20   $56,000  

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement 22,444 SY  $21   $471,333  

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter 2,000 LF  $10   $20,000  

Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk 1,778 SY  $29   $51,556  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk  SF  $5   $-    

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path  SF  $17   $-    

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 
(including Curb & Sidewalk) 

238,000 SF  $29   $6,902,000  

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving  SF  $23   $-    

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection 3 EA  $272,200   $816,600  

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation  CY  $19   $-    

Roadway Modification, Embankment 40,000 CY  $7   $280,000  

Driveway Modification  EA  $5,000   $-    

Parking Lot Reconfiguration 1 LS  $50,000   $50,000  

Traffic Signal, New 3 EA  $294,000   $882,000  

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing 1 EA  $465,100   $465,100  

Miscellaneous     

Relocate Transit Center*  EA  $1,182,600   $-    

Maintenance and Restroom Buildings 1 LS  $700,000   $700,000  

Structured Parking  STL  $23,770   $-    

Elevators - 30' Rise 2 EA  $248,600   $497,200  

Emergency Vehicle Storage near dock  EA  $200,000   $-    

Stairs (30' high) 2 EA  $138,000   $276,000  

Landscaping 8,000 SF  $8   $64,000  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (8%) 1 LS  $6,324,404   $6,324,404  



Edmonds Waterfront Access Study  October 2016 DRAFT 

 D-172  

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Additional Construction Staging * 1 LS  $932,000   $932,000  

BNSF Flaggers 12,480 HR  $200   $2,496,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 1  LF  $960   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 2  LF  $1,080   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 3 1,600 LF  $4,280   $6,848,000  

Park Mitigation Allowance 500 LF  $1,600   $800,000  

Storm Water Management - Closed System 1,600 LF  $800   $1,280,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1 1,100 LF  $400   $440,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2 500 LF  $800   $400,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3  LF  $1,440   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $328   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium 1,100 LF  $920   $1,012,000  

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy  LF  $1,560   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Extra 
Heavy 

500 LF  $3,120   $1,560,000  

Construction Subtotal     $85,379,452  

Design Contingency (30%)     $25,613,835  

Subtotal     $110,993,287  

Management Reserve (4%)     $3,415,178  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $8,111,048  

Construction Total     $122,519,513  

ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks) 52,000  SF  $100   $5,200,000  

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 7,100  SF  $100   $710,000  

Temporary Holding Lanes 24,120  SF  $16   $385,920  

Environmental Mitigation 9,000  SF  $160   $1,440,000  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Park Mitigation 9,000  SF  $100   $900,000  

Total ROW     $8,635,920  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $2,561,384  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 
agreements) 

  15%  $12,806,918  

Permitting   4%  $3,415,178  

Construction Management   10%  $8,537,945  

 Project Total Cost Estimate      $158,000,000  

 Level 2 Evaluation Range      $142,000,000   $174,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative. 
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Table D-14. Main Street Ferry Overpass - Min Build Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Main Street Ferry Overpass - Min Build 

Description: Overpass holding/loading lanes at Main Street 

Project Duration: 3 years 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Ferry Terminal     

Temporary Toll Booths 1 LS  $3,000,000   $3,000,000  

Temporary Holding Lanes 1 LS  $631,800   $631,800  

Constricted Work Zone Allowance 1 LS  $4,130,526   $4,130,526  

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 
15' high) 

 SF  $200   $-    

Retaining Wall - Tangent Pile (H greater than 
24' High) 

18,000 SF  $400   $7,200,000  

Sound Wall  SF  $32   $-    

Pedestrian Bridge 200 LF  $7,200   $1,440,000  

Pedestrian Access (Cut and Cover)  LF  $24,000   $-    

Bridge Structure - Roadway 86,400 SF  $300   $25,920,000  

Demolition     

Existing Terminal Removal  LS  $6,300,000   $-    

Demolition - Building  SF  $20   $-    

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement 15,000 SY  $21   $315,000  

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter 2,000 LF  $10   $20,000  

Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk 1,778 SY  $29   $51,556  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk  SF  $5   $-    

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path  SF  $17   $-    

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 
(including Curb & Sidewalk) 

135,000 SF  $29   $3,915,000  

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving  SF  $23   $-    

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection 3 EA  $272,200   $816,600  

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation  CY  $19   $-    

Roadway Modification, Embankment 40,000 CY  $7   $280,000  

Driveway Modification  EA  $5,000   $-    

Parking Lot Reconfiguration  LS   $-    

Traffic Signal, New 3 EA  $294,000   $882,000  

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing 1 EA  $465,100   $465,100  

Miscellaneous     

Relocate Transit Center*  EA  $1,182,600   $-    

Maintenance and Restroom Buildings 1 LS  $700,000   $700,000  

Structured Parking  STL  $23,770   $-    

Elevators - 30' Rise 2 EA  $248,600   $497,200  

Emergency Vehicle Storage near dock  EA  $200,000   $-    

Stairs (30' high) 2 EA  $138,000   $276,000  

Landscaping 8,000 SF  $8   $64,000  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (8%) 1 LS  $5,185,022   $5,185,022  
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Additional Construction Staging * 1 LS  $932,000   $932,000  

BNSF Flaggers 12,480 HR  $200   $2,496,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 1  LF  $960   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 2  LF  $1,080   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 3 1,600 LF  $4,280   $6,848,000  

Park Mitigation Allowance 500 LF  $1,600   $800,000  

Storm Water Management - Closed System 1,600 LF  $800   $1,280,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1 1,100 LF  $400   $440,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2 500 LF  $800   $400,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3  LF  $1,440   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $328   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium 1,100 LF  $920   $1,012,000  

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy  LF  $1,560   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Extra 
Heavy 

500 LF  $3,120   $1,560,000  

Construction Subtotal     $71,557,804  

Design Contingency (30%)     $21,467,341  

Subtotal     $93,025,145  

Management Reserve (4%)     $2,862,312  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $6,797,991  

Construction Total     $102,685,448  

ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks) 2,000  SF  $100   $200,000  

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 7,100  SF  $100   $710,000  

Temporary Holding Lanes 24,120  SF  $16   $385,920  

Environmental Mitigation 0  SF  $160   $-    
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Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Park Mitigation 9,000  SF  $100   $900,000  

Total ROW     $2,195,920  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $2,146,734.11  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 
agreements) 

  15%  $10,733,670.54  

Permitting   4%  $2,862,312.14  

Construction Management   10%  $7,155,780.36  

 Project Total Cost Estimate      $128,000,000  

 Level 2 Evaluation Range      $115,000,000   $141,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative. 
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Table D-15. Main Street Ferry Underpass Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Main Street Ferry Underpass - Min Build 

Description: Underpass holding/loading lanes at Main Street 

Project Duration: 4 years 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Ferry Terminal     

Temporary Toll Booths 1 LS  $3,000,000   $3,000,000  

Temporary Holding Lanes 1 LS  $631,800   $631,800  

Constricted Work Zone Allowance 1 LS  $14,353,868   $14,353,868  

Structures     

Retaining Wall - MSE   SF  $81   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soil Nail  SF  $130   $-    

Retaining Wall - Soldier Pile (H greater than 
15' high) 

 SF  $200   $-    

Retaining Wall - Secant Pile  15,000 SF  $460   $6,900,000  

Ground Improvement 14,616  CY  $260   $3,800,093  

Pedestrian Bridge 300 LF  $7,200   $2,160,000  

Cut and Cover 75,400 SF  $1,500   $113,100,000  

Structural Ramp to Ferry 24,000 SF  $300   $7,200,000  

Seawalls 8,000 SF  $460   $3,680,000  

Bridge Structure - Roadway  SF  $300   $-    

Demolition     

Existing Terminal Removal*  LS  $6,300,000   $-    

Demolition - Building  SF  $20   $-    

Demolition - Asphalt Pavement 15,000 SY  $21   $315,000  

Demolition - Concrete Pavement  SY  $34   $-    

Demolition - Curb and gutter 2,000 LF  $10   $20,000  
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Demolition - Concrete Sidewalk 1,778 SY  $29   $51,556  

Roadway     

Roadway Modification, New Sidewalk  SF  $5   $-    

Roadway Modification, Multiuse Path  SF  $17   $-    

Roadway Modification, New AC Paving 
(including Curb & Sidewalk) 

135,000 SF  $29   $3,915,000  

Roadway Modification, New Concrete Curb  LF  $38   $-    

Roadway Modification, New PCC Paving  SF  $23   $-    

Roadway Modification, Full Intersection 3 EA  $272,200   $816,600  

Roadway Modification, Mill & Resurface  SF  $10   $-    

Roadway Modification, Excavation  CY  $19   $-    

Roadway Modification, Embankment 33,333 CY  $7   $233,333  

Driveway Modification  EA  $5,000   $-    

Parking Lot Reconfiguration  LS   $-    

Traffic Signal, New 3 EA  $294,000   $882,000  

Traffic Signal, Modify Existing  EA  $155,500   $-    

Traffic Signal, Quadrant Gated Crossing 1 EA  $465,100   $465,100  

Miscellaneous     

Relocate Transit Center  EA  $1,182,600   $-    

Maintenance and Restroom Buildings 1 LS  $700,000   $700,000  

BNSF Second Track*  LS  $10,000,000   $-    

Elevators - 30' Rise 2 EA  $248,600   $497,200  

Stormwater Pump Station (large)* 1 EA  $200,000   $200,000  

Stairs (30' high) 2 EA  $138,000   $276,000  

Landscaping 40,000 SF  $8   $320,000  

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (8%) 1 LS  $14,409,404   $14,409,403.97  
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Additional Construction Staging * 1 LS  $932,000   $932,000  

BNSF Flaggers 16,640 HR  $200   $3,328,000  

Utility Relocation - Level 1  LF  $960   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 2  LF  $1,080   $-    

Utility Relocation - Level 3 1,600 LF  $4,280   $6,848,000  

Park Mitigation Allowance 500 LF  $1,600   $800,000  

Storm Water Management - Closed System 1,600 LF  $800   $1,280,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 1 1,100 LF  $400   $440,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 2 500 LF  $800   $400,000  

Hazardous Material Removal - Level 3  LF  $1,440   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Light  LF  $328   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Medium 1,100 LF  $920   $1,012,000  

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Heavy  LF  $1,560   $-    

Environmental Mitigation Allowance, Extra 
Heavy 

500 LF  $3,120   $1,560,000  

Construction Total     $194,526,954  

Design Contingency (30%)     $58,358,086  

Subtotal     $252,885,040  

Management Reserve (10%)     $19,452,695  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $18,480,061  

Construction Subtotal     $290,817,796  

ROW     

Land Acquisition (east of tracks) 2,000  SF  $100   $200,000  

Land Acquisition (west of tracks) 8,100  SF  $100   $810,000  

Temporary Holding Lanes 24,120  SF  $16   $385,920  

Environmental Mitigation 9,000  SF  $160   $1,440,000  

Park Mitigation 9,000  SF  $100   $900,000  
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Total ROW     $3,735,920  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $5,835,809  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 
agreements) 

  15%  $29,179,043  

Permitting   4%  $7,781,078  

Construction Management   10%  $19,452,695  

 Project Total Cost Estimate      $357,000,000  

 Level 2 Evaluation Range      $321,000,000   $393,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative. 
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Table D-16. Edmonds Crossing Cost Estimate 

 
Project Name: Edmonds Crossing - Point Edwards New Ferry Terminal 

Description: New ferry terminal build at Point Edwards 

Project Duration: 2 years 

 

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Cost 

Ferry Terminal     

2009 WSF Terminal Min. Build Alternative** 1 LS  $140,869,541   $140,869,541  

Waterfront Emergency Access Roadway 1 LS  $13,948,814   $13,948,814  

Removal of Unocal Pier 1 LS  $(5,000,000)  $(5,000,000) 

Project Allowances     

Mobilization (8%) 1 LS  $11,985,468   $11,985,468  

Current Year Construction Subtotal     161,803,822.84  

Design Contingency (30%)     $48,541,147  

Subtotal     $210,344,970  

Management Reserve (4%)     $6,472,153  

Sales Tax (9.5%)     $15,371,363  

Construction Total     $232,188,486  

ROW     

    Land Acquisition 1  LS  $4,200,000   $4,200,000  

    Tribal MOUs 1  LS  $6,000,000   $6,000,000  

Total ROW     $10,200,000  

Professional Services     

City PM/Admin   3%  $4,854,114.69  

Design/Engineering (incl. third party 
agreements) 

  15%  $24,270,573.43  

Permitting   4%  $6,472,152.91  
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Construction Management   10%  $16,180,382.28  

 Project Total Cost Estimate      $294,000,000  

 Level 2 Evaluation Range      $265,000,000   $323,000,000  

* Special bid item specific to this alternative 

** 2009 WSF Terminal Cost Adjustment to 2016 Dollars 
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APPENDIX E - (NOT USED) 


