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Background and Study Purpose

Joint Transportation Committee Established Task 
Force in 2005 to review passenger-only ferry service 
in Puget Sound
ESSB 6091 included:

Funding for continued Vashon-Seattle service through June 
30, 2007
Funding appropriation of triangle POF service between 
Vashon-Southworth-Seattle
Existing private POF service applications were frozen until 
2006 
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Historical Context

WSF has operated Vashon-Seattle POF since 1990
I-695 caused a service reduction to weekdays only in 
2000
Joint Task Force on ferry funding recommended WSF 
should not consider POF to new communities 
including Southworth
In 2003, the legislature funded the Vashon-Seattle 
POF through 2005 and approved formation of PTBA’s
Kitsap Transit contracted with private operators to 
provide POF service on two routes
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Passenger-Only Ferry Options
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Ridership-Option 1

Total annual ridership=393,000 or 1500 daily
More than double FY ’05 ridership of 188,000
Larger vessel capacity than current service (350 vs. 
250)
Faster travel time, especially to Southworth
Third trip added for both AM and PM peak
Higher assumed fare – $1.00 round trip
Ridership estimates appear reasonable, but could be 
high by 10-20% during first year operations
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Ridership-Option 2

Ridership is assumed to be the same as Option 1
Similar service, except direct routes from both 
Southworth and Vashon to Seattle 
Vessels would operate at 66% of capacity from 
Vashon and 75% from Southworth on average
15 min. faster for Vashon riders in AM peak
15 min. faster for Southworth riders in PM peak
Greater potential for ridership estimates to be 
achieved compared to Option 1
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Ridership-Option 3

145,000 annual riders on Vashon POF
215,000 vehicles and 232,000 passengers on 
Southworth-Seattle PVF
No fare increase on Vashon POF
Estimates appear reasonable – Vashon POF estimates 
continue to assume some riders from Southworth
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New private POF from Kingston-Seattle diverted 
some riders from WSF Kingston-Edmonds and 
Bainbridge Island-Seattle PVF routes 
Estimated diversion is 1.9% or 19,000 Riders
WSF revenue loss is approximately $50,000 assuming 
a one-way passenger fare of $2.75

Ridership Changes from New 
Service-Kingston to Seattle
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Ridership Changes from New 
Service-Bremerton to Seattle

New private POF from Bremerton-Seattle diverted 
some riders from WSF Bremerton-Seattle PVF Route 
Estimated diversion is 14.5% or 45,200 riders
WSF revenue loss is approximately $125,000 
assuming a one-way passenger fare of $2.75
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Cost and Farebox Recovery 
Estimates
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Significant improvement over current service, 
especially for Southworth riders
Farebox recovery is estimated at 69%
WSF has a long reliable history of service
Ridership estimates could be high for initial years of 
service by as much 10-20%
Operating cost estimates are reliable except for 
uncertainty of future fuel costs
Flexibility to expand service to off-peak or weekend 
times is limited

Findings and Implementation 
Risk-Option 1



January 6, 2006 12

Findings and Implementation 
Risk-Option 2

Potential for lower subsidy/higher farebox return than 
Options 1 or 3 (80%)
Overall trip times are faster with direct service
Operational efficiency is highest with KT operating 
both routes, but impact on WSF existing routes is 
also the highest
Ridership and fuel cost risk are similar, but lower 
than Option 1
Vessel maintenance, labor, and moorage costs should 
be closely examined
Flexibility to expand service is higher
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Direct PVF route from Southworth to Seattle would 
be cost-effective
Seattle-Vashon POF ridership and revenue estimates 
for Option 3 could be high
Significant risk exists with implementing this Option
Consistency with Seattle and Kitsap County 
Comprehensive Plans may be an issue
Landside impacts would need to be evaluated

Findings and Implementation 
Risk-Option 3


