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Project Location

Mukilteo-Clinton
WSF Ferry System Ferry Route

Friday
Harbor

Mukilteo

Hood Kingston
Canal
Bridge

Bainbridge
Island







Route Characteristics

2 - boat service

15 minute crossing
Sailings every 30 minutes
2,238,656 vehicles/yr
1,898,540 passengers/yr




Project History

1993: Tank Farm property declared surplus
1995: City of Mukilteo leads environmental review
1996: City of Mukilteo updates Comprehensive Plan
1999: Consortium formed
2001: Congressional Record *S9579 Mukilteo Land Tra
2002-2003: Washington State Ferries (WSF)

» Develops Master Plan

» Gathers comments about terminal design

« Selects two alternatives

2004-Present: WSF begins Environmental Process

nsfer



Partner Agencies

Port of Everett

« City of Mukilteo

- City of Everett
*WSDOT/Ferries Division
* Sound Transit

« Community Transit
 Everett Transit

e|sland Transit



Mukilteo Ferry Terminal Deficiencies



WSF Project Objectives (2002)

That provides seamless and safe connections for fer  ry riders from
Whidbey Island to the bus, rail, bicycle, pedestria  n, and automobile
travel modes.

That promotes use of HOV and non-motorized transport  ation modes
and is compatible with community needs.

That maximizes the commercial and retail potential 0  f the location,
in accordance with WSF’s strategic business goal of increasing non-
farebox sources of revenue.

Overhead walkway connection to Commuter Rail Statio  n.



Preliminary Project Description (2004)

Two ferry slips

Overhead passenger loading

Four toll booths

Vehicle holding for two boat loads
Security screening areas

Terminal building

New access road with “overflow” lane
Transit center

Pick-up and drop-off area



Available Property

)




Compact Terminal Alternative -
Mukilteo



Upland Terminal Alternative -
Mukilteo



Funding (2005)

Secured $138 million in federal and state funding
Estimated project costs:

« Compact terminal: $155 million

»Upland terminal: $138 million

« Parking garage: $12 million
Possible sources of additional funding

- Federal

State

» Local participation (port, cities, transit agencies )



Project Timeline (2004)
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Environmental Process

NEPA/SEPA
» Environmental Lead: Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
» 18 Discipline Reports
Permits/Processes required
« Section 10/404
«ESA
*CZMA
401 water quality certification
 Shoreline permit
* HPA
» Local building
* 4(1)
« Section 106



Top 10 Risks

Tribal

Archaeology
Construction window
Views

Soils

Depth of water

Pile type

Pile driving

Budget

Hazardous materials



Tribal & Archaeology Risks

Initial Investigation
» 10 split spoon samples

Second Investigation (Included geotech & hazardous m  aterials)
» 16 trenches
« 85 cores

Findings
« 4 different eligible sites



Pile Type & Pile Driving Risks

Test Pile Project
« 36" diameter steel
* 24” pre-cast, pre-stressed octagonal

« 36” hollow pre-cast, pre-stressed

Tests Performed
» Axial & Lateral load test
» Dynamic testing
» Uplift capacity
» Wave equation analysis

Construction Window









30% Estimate

$259M — $311M

Compact Terminal Alternative -
Mukilteo



30% Estimate

«$222M - $268M

Upland Terminal Alternative
- Mukilteo



2007 Legislation

Long Range Plan & Ridership Forecast
Operational and Pricing Strategies
Level of Service

Terminal Design Standards

Photo by Ross Fotheringham, 2007



Next Steps

Constructability Analysis
» Geotechnical
» Archaeology

Screening Criteria
* Review objectives

Environmental Review
» Reduce impact



New Options

$107M



New Options

$109M



Expanded Holding



Questions?



