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I.  THE TASK FORCE’S PROCESS

The Passenger-Only Ferry Task Force was created by the State Legislature during the 2005 
Legislative Session.  Its members were appointed by Governor Gregoire and the Legislature’s 
Joint Transportation Committee, which is co-chaired by Senator Mary Margaret Haugen and 
Representative Edward Murray.  

The mission of the Passenger-Only Ferry Task Force was “to study the most reliable and 
cost-effective means of providing passenger-only ferry service.”  To fulfi ll this mandate, the 
Legislature requested that the Task Force “examine issues related to but not limited to the 
long-term viability of different providers, cost to ferry passengers, the state subsidies required 
by each provider, and the availability of federal funding for the different service providers.”           

The Task Force membership was set forth in the 2005-07 biennial transportation budget 
(ESSB 6091, Sec. 205) and the 18 members represented the principal parties of interest in 
the delivery and operations of passenger-only ferry (POF) service, including representatives 
of the:  a) four caucuses of the Washington State Legislature; b) Washington State Ferries, 
a division of the State’s Department of Transportation; c) Washington State Transportation 
Commission; d) Washington State Offi ce of Financial Management, representing the 
Governor; e) local public transportation agencies; f) commercial ferry operators; g) 
organized labor; h) business; and i) ferry user communities, consumers and citizens-at-large.  
In addition, a nineteenth member, who is the chair of the Ferry Advisory Committee’s 
Executive Council, was appointed by Senator Haugen and Representative Murray.  

The Task Force met seven times in 2005 and once in 2006:  August 29th, September 
13th and 27th, October 3rd and 25th, November 22nd and 29th, and January 4th.  A 
subcommittee of the group met four additional times:  November 2nd, 8th, 14th and 22nd.  
Each Task Force meeting was witnessed by fi fteen to fi fty people; about half the people in 
the audience were citizens from across Central Puget Sound who voiced their perspectives, 
opinions and ideas, and who made recommendations to the Task Force about how to address 
the specifi c issues the Task Force members were addressing.

The Task Force issued a Preliminary Report to the Joint Transportation Committee (JTC) at 
the Committee’s November 30th meeting.  This report also included a recommendation that 
the JTC retain a consultant to compare cost and ridership estimates for alternative proposals 
advanced by Washington State Ferries and Kitsap Transit to provide certain Passenger-Only 
Ferry services.  The JTC acted on  this recommendation and retained Parametrix to conduct 
the evaluation.  The Task Force considered that report at its January 4th meeting when 
fi nalizing this report.   
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II.  HISTORY AND CONTEXT 

(Note:  This section of the report also appears in the Parametrix report that analyzed the costs of 
providing passenger-only ferry service.)

Washington State Ferries (WSF) has operated passenger-only ferry service from Vashon to 
downtown Seattle since 1990. Service was provided sixteen hours per day, seven days per 
week until the year 2000 when the passage of Initiative 695 resulted in reductions in the 
passenger-only ferry service budget and of service to weekdays only. 

In 2000 a Joint Legislative Task Force on Ferry Funding (JTFF) recommended that WSF 
should no longer consider POF service to new communities such as Southworth, although 
Seattle-Vashon POF service should continue on a weekday-only schedule. The JTFF also 
recommended that the State Legislature remove barriers to allow privately-operated POF 
service to be implemented.

In 2003 the State Legislature funded the Vashon-Seattle POF service through 2005, and 
approved Engrossed Substitute House Bill 1853 authorizing Public Transportation Benefi t 
Areas  to develop plans to operate or contract POF services. Following passage of ESHB 
1853, Kitsap County leaders formed the Marine Transportation Association of Kitsap to 
provide a public-private POF system. In 2002 and 2003 Kitsap Transit developed a POF 
service plan leading to a public vote to approve a sales tax increase to implement the service. 
However, the measure was not approved by Kitsap County voters.

Kitsap Transit then entered into Joint Development Agreements with private ferry 
operators to provide POF service. Kitsap Ferry Company currently provides POF service 
between Seattle and Bremerton. Aqua Express started service between Kingston and Seattle 
in January 2005 but suspended service in September 2005. Kitsap Transit has also had 
discussions with private operators regarding a new Seattle-South Kitsap service. 

In the 2005 Session, the Legislature debated funding for passenger-only ferry service.  
To address future structural and fi nancial alternatives for POF service, it directed the 
Joint Transportation Committee to support a Passenger-Only Ferry Task Force to review 
alternative proposals for providing passenger only ferry (POF) service  in Puget Sound. The 
budget bill (ESSB 6091) also included:

• Funding for continued state service between Vashon and Seattle through June 30, 
2007, with that service being reduced to two four-hour peak hour shift, operating fi ve 
days per week.

• Funding for the proposed Washington State Ferries triangle POF service between 
Vashon, Southworth, and Seattle was appropriated but could not be spent without 
further authorization from the Legislature.

• Existing permit applications by private operators—Mosquito Fleet, Inc. and Aqua 
Express—to provide Southworth-Seattle service were frozen with no additional 
applications allowed. No action on the existing permits was to be taken by the 
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission until the Legislature made a 
decision about state participation in POF service in the 2006 Session.
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III.  THE MUTUAL INTERESTS OF THE TASK FORCE MEMBERS

Early in its process the members of the Passenger-Only Ferry Task Force reached agreement 
on seven mutual interests.  These interests assisted the Task Force members in identifying 
“common ground” among them, and were intended to help them reach agreement on a set 
of recommendations to the State Legislature that would achieve all parties’ common goals.  
Later in the process the mutual interests served as criteria by which to analyze potential 
policy goals and alternatives for achieving them

The mutual interests of the Task Force members are:   

1. Achieve the common interests of the parties involved in and affected by passenger-
only ferry service.

2. Recommend to the State Legislature a policy framework that, over the long-term, can 
endure changes in legislative and/or executive leadership.     

3. Recommend solutions that help achieve safe, reliable, consistent, effi cient and 
sustainable transportation on the Puget Sound.  

4. Recommend solutions that are fi scally responsible for consumers, communities and 
the citizens of Washington State.  

5. Clearly defi ne roles and responsibilities of public and private service providers to help 
ensure an integrated transportation system.    

6. Treat people and communities fairly and equitably, recognizing differences between 
the needs of regions or communities around Puget Sound.

7. Address both short-term and long-term issues and interests, and in recommending 
short-term solutions, ensure they lay the foundation for long-term, enduring ones.   
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IV.  THE TASK FORCE’S KEY FINDINGS 

The State Legislature directed the Passenger-Only Ferry Task Force to recommend strategies 
for providing passenger-only ferry service reliably and cost effectively.  To fulfi ll this 
mandate, the Task Force addressed issues such as the long-term viability of different service 
providers, the costs of service to ferry passengers, state subsidies required by providers, and 
the availability of federal funding for various service providers.

Here are the Task Force’s key fi ndings related to those issues:

 Passenger-only ferry service is an important component of state, regional and local 
transportation infrastructure.  

 Passenger-only ferry service, including service operated by the private sector, is not 
sustainable at this time without public subsidies.

 Service providers are reliable, service provision is not.  Both WSF and private operators 
are viable providers of passenger-only ferry service in the short- and long-term.  But 
service provision is not reliable, primarily because of these two factors:  a) inconsistent 
levels of public funding, which can be attributed, in part, to recent initiatives or 
referendums passed by the voters that have reduced the levels of funding provided 
by the state; and b) unexpected higher operating costs, due primarily to higher fuel 
costs.  

 Federal funding is available to help fund capital costs of passenger-only ferry service, 
but not operating costs.  

 Fare box recovery rates have steadily increased over the recent past.  But the issue 
remains a challenge for POF because of factors such as schedule and tariff changes, 
increasing fuel costs, and changes in ridership habits, including the reluctance of 
consumers to pay more for existing (as opposed to improved) levels of service.       
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V.  THE POLICY FRAMEWORK:  RECOMMENDED GOALS  

The Task Force recommends to the Legislature the following seven policy goals to achieve 
the common interests of the key stakeholders in passenger-only ferry service, including 
the public-at-large.  The Task Force envisions and recommends that these goals guide the 
Legislature and other decision-makers in both the short- and long-term in making funding 
decisions and ensuring that passenger-only ferry service is planned and provided in the 
context of the policies and objectives of the transportation system at the state, regional and 
local levels.        

1. Passenger-only ferry service is an important component of state, regional and 
local transportation infrastructure and should be promoted and utilized where 
appropriate.

2. Planning for passenger-only ferry service within Washington State should be 
coordinated with regard to regional, state and local priorities; carriers; prospective 
routes; related transportation links; and fare policy.

3. When passenger-only ferry service helps achieve public transportation objectives, 
reasonable levels of public subsidies (federal, state and/or local) to fund it should 
be considered.  

4. To achieve the interests of the people of Washington State, residents of the Puget 
Sound communities and visitors to the region, decision-makers need to establish 
and adhere to priorities, particularly in making funding decisions.  A distinction 
must be made between two tiers or levels of priorities:  1) immediate; and 2) long-
term.  Decisions or actions that address the fi rst tier (immediate) priorities should 
lay a foundation for effectively addressing the second tier (long-term) priorities. 

5. To increase the likelihood that passenger-only ferry service becomes predictable 
and reliable, preserve and strengthen the fi rst tier (immediate) priorities through 
reasonable levels of state and/or local assistance. 

6. To determine the fi rst tier priorities, the following criteria, which are ranked in 
order and regardless of the potential operators, should be used:

a.  POF Service Currently Exists
Priority should be given to maintaining passenger-only ferry service for 
communities that are currently served by POF services over implementing new 
POF routes.  

b.  No Practical Alternative
Passenger-only service should focus on connections where the quality of other 
transportation options is inferior or not practical because of:  

 trip times and frequency, distance, transfers or congestion; and/or 

 the facilities to accommodate passenger-vehicle ferries cannot be expanded 
or constructed due to physical or environmental constraints or impacts to the 
natural or built environment; and/or 

 restrictions imposed by land use and transportation policies and plans.  
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c.  Financial Stability
Priority should be given to passenger-only routes where the potential market, 
proposed operating plan and fare levels project that the service will be fi nancially 
sustainable over the long-term, and where stable public subsidies, which may 
include state, regional and/or local sources, exist to ensure operating and capital 
expenses.    

d. Infrastructure Exists or is Planned and Funded 
Priority should be given to routes where docks, associated land-side facilities 
and vessels exist or are planned and funded, and for which there are physical 
links to and operating relationships with local transit systems and their extended 
infrastructure on both sides of the route.  

e.  Adds Cost Effective Value to the Regional Transportation System 
Priority should be given to passenger-only ferry routes that are cost effective in 
that they help limit the impacts of traffi c congestion on neighborhoods, reduce 
the need for other costly transportation infrastructure investments, and/or 
complement passenger-vehicle ferry service by improving service quality at a 
lower cost than expanding passenger-vehicle ferry service.   

f.  Integrated Planning 
Proposed passenger-only ferry service should be consistent with local planning 
and land use requirements.  Furthermore, POF service should advance 
Washington State’s Commute Trip Reduction goals.   

7. Based on the criteria in goal #6, the state’s fi rst tier priorities should be passenger-
only ferry service that connects the communities of downtown Seattle, Bremerton, 
Kingston, Southworth and Vashon.  Because Vashon is an island and has had long-
standing service, and because of logistical constraints and challenges at Fauntleroy, 
passenger-only ferry service between Vashon and downtown Seattle should be 
continued.     

 Passenger-only ferry service for all other communities constitutes the second tier 
(long-term) priorities for the foreseeable future.  

 Passenger-only ferry services to and from the communities that are included in the 
fi rst tier priorities are legitimate candidates for public subsidies.    

 These are the primary reasons why it is in the state’s interests to maintain and 
sustain passenger-only ferry service between Vashon and downtown Seattle:  

a.  For the past fi fteen years the only passenger-only ferry route that has been 
continuously served by the state has been Vashon-downtown Seattle, although 
the level of service has not been consistent because of budgetary issues and 
considerations.

b.  Vashon is an island with no bridges connecting it to any other land mass.  
Therefore, the only alternative for Vashon residents to leave the island is by 
ferry. 
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c.  While there exists passenger-vehicle service between Vashon and the 
Fauntleroy dock in West Seattle, that facility has signifi cant physical 
constraints that prevent expansion.  Furthermore, the agencies involved in 
transportation planning and services—WSF, King County Metro and the City 
of Seattle—share an interest in minimizing the impacts of traffi c congestion 
and related environmental concerns on the people of Fauntleroy and adjacent 
neighborhoods.    

d.  Infrastructure (boats, docks and land-side facilities) needed to operate passenger-
only service between Vashon and downtown Seattle exists. 

e.  Continuation of this service helps achieve the City of Seattle’s goals for 
managing traffi c congestion along the Seattle Waterfront.    

These are the primary reasons why it is in the state’s interests that the residents 
of Southworth and surrounding communities be served by passenger-only ferries:  

a.  The community currently does not have direct POF service.  An existing POF 
connection to downtown Seattle is provided through Vashon Island.  The service 
requires passengers to travel aboard a passenger-vehicle ferry from Southworth to 
Vashon, and then transfer to the passenger-only vessel that connects Vashon to 
downtown Seattle.     

b.  A growing percentage of passengers on the Vashon passenger-only ferry to 
downtown Seattle reside in Southworth or that area of Kitsap County.  Thus, an 
increasing percentage of the costs of operating the ferry that is paid by consumers 
is paid by residents of Southworth and surrounding communities of Kitsap 
County.

c.  Infrastructure (boats, docks and land-side facilities) needed to operate service to 
and from Southworth exists.  

d.  Passenger-only ferry service for Southworth is an important strategy by Kitsap 
County and Kitsap Transit to achieve its state-mandated Growth Management 
Act policy goals for land use, transportation, environmental protection and 
economical development.

e.  The use of passenger-only ferries to help transport Southworth residents to and 
from downtown Seattle, even if it is by indirect means, helps achieve the City of 
Seattle’s goals for managing traffi c congestion along the Seattle waterfront.   

These are the primary reasons why it is in the state’s interests for passenger-
only ferry service between Kingston and downtown Seattle to be renewed and 
sustained: 

a.  Passenger-only service exists because, although it was recently suspended, Aqua 
Express has the license to operate it.

b.  Infrastructure (boats, docks and land-side facilities) needed to operate it exists. 

c.  Passenger-only ferry service from Kingston is also an integral part of Kitsap 
County’s comprehensive land use and transportation planning, and may, in 
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the long-term, help address traffi c congestion on the Kitsap Peninsula and 
Bainbridge Island.     

d.  The service also appears to be a key component of the Kingston community’s 
goals and strategies for strengthening the local economy and revitalizing the 
downtown core.

e.  Resuming and sustaining this service should prevent any pressure that may be 
exerted on the state to provide ferry service, whether with passenger-only or 
passenger-vehicle vessels, between Kingston and downtown Seattle.  

 These are the primary reasons why it is in the state’s interests that passenger-only 
ferry service continues to operate between Bremerton and downtown Seattle:

a.  Passenger-only service between the two communities currently exists.  

b.  The service, which is managed by Kitsap Transit and operated by a subcontractor, 
the private commercial operator Kitsap Ferry Company, supplements and 
complements the passenger-vehicle service provided by WSF, and has the 
potential to lower costs and improve productivity of the Bremerton/Seattle 
connection while improving the quality of service for cross-Sound travelers.  

c.  Infrastructure (boats, docks and land-side facilities) needed to operate service 
exists.  

d.  Passenger-only service is also an integral component of Kitsap County’s and 
Kitsap Transit’s efforts to achieve land use and transportation policy goals, and of 
Bremerton’s efforts to revitalize the city, particularly its downtown.

e.  Continuation of this service helps achieve the City of Seattle’s goals for 
managing traffi c congestion along the Seattle waterfront.   
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VI.  SERVICE DELIVERY OPTIONS 

The Task Force originally developed numerous options for providing POF services but 
narrowed the detailed examination to three options for providing service to Vashon and 
Southworth. The Bremerton and Kingston routes were not examined in detail because:  1) 
Service between Bremerton and downtown Seattle currently exists. The route is operated 
under the direction of Kitsap County Transit, which subsidizes the services provided by 
its contractor, the Kitsap Ferry Company; and 2) Service on the Kingston-Seattle route is 
currently suspended.  But as this report makes clear, the Task Force believes that service 
between the four communities and downtown Seattle, however provided, is in the state’s 
interests and should constitute the state’s fi rst tier priorities.  

At the Task Force’s recommendation, the Joint Transportation Committee (JTC) engaged 
Parametrix, a Bellevue consulting fi rm, to analyze the costs of the three options by assessing 
information provided by Washington State Ferries and Kitsap Transit to the Task Force.   

The three POF service delivery options that are evaluated in Parametrix’s report (which is a 
companion document of this one) are:  

 Option 1: This option assumes a triangular POF service route connecting Vashon, 
Southworth and downtown Seattle, operated by WSF. The triangular POF service 
route assumes three round trips in both the a.m. and p.m. peak periods, fi ve days per 
week. The service would operate from downtown Seattle to Vashon to Southworth, 
and then back to downtown Seattle during both the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. This 
operation provides Southworth the faster direct trip to downtown Seattle in the a.m. 
peak period and Vashon the faster direct trip from downtown Seattle in the p.m. 
peak period.

 Option 2: This option provides two separate direct POF service connections between 
Vashon and downtown Seattle and between Southworth and downtown Seattle. 
The service between Southworth and Seattle is assumed to be operated by a public 
agency or by a public-private partnership.  The service between Seattle and Vashon 
is assumed to be operated by the state, a local public agency or a public-private 
partnership.  A total of three round trips during both the a.m. and p.m. peak periods 
would be provided on both these routes.

 Option 3: This option assumes continued operation of the existing direct Vashon-
Seattle POF, together with the transfer of one passenger-vehicle ferry (PVF) now 
operating in the Southworth, Vashon and Fauntleroy corridor. The PVF would 
provide a direct connection between Southworth and downtown Seattle. The 
transfer of the PVF (assumed to be the 130-vehicle capacity Issaquah) to this 
Southworth-downtown Seattle connection would occur Monday through Friday only 
and remain on the existing Vashon-Southworth-Fauntleroy route and schedule on 
weekends. A small 40-vehicle PVF (Hiyu) would also be added to shuttle pedestrian 
and vehicle traffi c between Southworth and Vashon, operating on a 16-hour 
schedule, 5 days per week.
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These three options address serving both Vashon and Southworth with passenger-only 
ferries.  The Task Force, and the consultant at the Task Force’s request, focused on serving 
these two communities because of the potential growth in ridership from the Southworth 
area and the interest in continuing to serve Vashon.    

Option 1 couples or links service to Vashon and Southworth, whereas options 2 and 3 
decouple service to the two communities by proposing separate, direct service between 
each community and downtown Seattle (except that option 3 proposes linking the two 
communities on weekends through a Vashon-Southworth-downtown Seattle route).  
Linking the two communities in option 1 refl ects the Task Force’s consideration that the 
state’s interests may be served by creating a passenger-only connection between downtown 
Seattle, Vashon and Southworth for two reasons:  1)  By creating passenger-only ferry service 
that connects Vashon, Southworth and downtown Seattle, the projected ridership growth 
and operating strategies may reduce the level of state subsidy to more acceptable levels 
over time; and 2) Service that brings passengers from both Vashon and Southworth into 
downtown Seattle on one vessel would not only help achieve the City of Seattle’s goals for 
managing traffi c congestion along the waterfront, it might also help alleviate waterborne 
traffi c congestion at Colman Dock.  
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VII.  SERVICE DELIVERY OPTIONS ANALYSIS:  COMMENTS ON 
THE PARAMETRIX REPORT

At its fi nal meeting on January 4th, 2006, the Task Force reviewed and discussed the analysis 
conducted by Parametrix.  Much of the Task Force’s discussion focused on the report’s Table 
7:  Annual Cost Revenue and Farebox Recovery Estimates for Options 1, 2 and 3 (Dollars) 
(see Passenger-Only Ferry Cost Analysis, page 4-3). 

The Task Force concluded that the consultant’s report is a worthy beginning, primarily 
because it provides a side-by-side comparison of the options.  The Task Force’s discussion 
of the report also revealed some concerns. The fi rst three concerns listed below could be 
addressed by expanding the analysis of existing available data, while the fourth and fi fth 
might require generating new data and analyzing it.  

 Much of the difference between options 1, 2a and 2b is attributable to differences in wage 
rates and benefi ts as well as differences in the vessels’ crew sizes and compositions.   

 Differences among the options in labor costs may not be as great as portrayed in Table 
7.  If a local public agency, like King County, were to provide service rather than 
the state, prevailing wage rates would be used.  If service were provided by a private 
operator, particularly if it were a subcontractor to a public agency, wages would likely 
be somewhat higher than what private operators currently pay.    

 The projections of labor and other related costs obviously cannot consider potential 
discussions and agreements between agencies and bargaining units that could result in 
reduced costs.   

 The calculations for traffi c forecasts, fare assumptions and the resulting annual 
revenue, and various cost elements including, but not limited to, direct and indirect 
maintenance cost and capital opportunity costs appear to need further analysis. 

 The costs and benefi ts of the different options in the short- and long-term may not be 
comparable.      
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VIII.  OTHER ISSUES   

Finally, during its deliberations the Task Force discussed issues besides service delivery which 
could affect the achievement of the policy goals recommended on pages 7-10.  Listed below 
are other issues that Task Force members discussed.  In some cases the Task Force discussed 
ideas that might help achieve those goals.  There was no effort to forge a consensus among 
the Task Force for any of these ideas, and the members recognize that additional study and 
analysis would be needed to advance any of them.

Coordination:
Establish more coordinated planning, perhaps through a more formal governance structure.  
The overall interests are to ensure coordinated planning across Puget Sound among all ferry 
service providers, and help determine if it is in the state’s interest to provide passenger-only 
ferry service on specifi c routes, integrate the service of WSF and the service provided by 
a public or public-private partnership ferry operation, or help subsidize private or public-
partnership service on routes.

Personnel:
An apprenticeship program might be a strategy to train and prepare employees of smaller 
privately-owned vessels or publicly-privately owned passenger-only vessels to eventually 
work on the state-operated passenger-only and passenger-vehicle ferries.    

Fare Structure:
Passengers who walk onto the state-operated passenger-vehicle ferry from Bremerton 
to Seattle ride for free, while those who travel aboard the POF operated by Kitsap Ferry 
Company pay for the ride.  This situation led to some discussions about the different 
fare structures among service providers, but did not affect the Task Force’s policy 
recommendations.        
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND AND STUDY PURPOSE 
The Joint Transportation Committee (JTC) of the Washington State Legislature formed a 
Passenger-Only Ferry Task Force as part of Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill (ESSB) 6091 in 
2005 to review alternative proposals for providing passenger only ferry (POF) service  in 
Puget Sound. Other relevant provisions in ESSB 6091 included: 

• Funding for continued service between Vashon and Seattle through June 30, 2007. 

• Funding for the proposed Washington State Ferries (WSF) triangle POF service 
between Vashon, Southworth, and Seattle was appropriated but may not be spent 
without further authorization from the Legislature. 

• Existing permit applications by private operators to provide Southworth-Seattle 
service were frozen with no additional applications allowed. No action on the 
existing permits may be taken by the Washington Utilities and Transportation 
Commission until the Legislature makes a decision about state participation in the 
2006 Second Regular Session. 

In December 2005, Parametrix was retained to review information presented to the POF Task 
Force and to assess, analyze, and compare three alternative POF service delivery options in 
the Vashon-Southworth-Seattle corridors. Information on the alternative POF proposals, 
described in Section 2 below, has been provided by WSF and Kitsap Transit (KT). The 
review included a comparison of the service and operating plans, capital and operating costs, 
ridership, and an assessment of diversion from WSF passenger-vehicle routes. This report 
summarizes the results of the alternative POF service delivery options proposed by WSF and 
Kitsap Transit and being considered by the POF Task Force. 

1.2 HISTORICAL CONTEXT 
WSF has operated POF service from Vashon to Downtown Seattle since 1990. Service was 
provided 16 hours/day, 7 days/week, until the year 2000, when Initiative 695 eliminated 
certain transportation revenue dedicated to the state ferry system, and the legislature 
subsequently reduced POF budgets and service to weekdays only. In 2000, a Joint Legislative 
Task Force on Ferry Funding (JTFF) recommended that WSF should no longer consider POF 
service to new communities such as Southworth, although Seattle-Vashon POF service 
should continue on a weekday-only schedule. The JTFF also recommended that the State 
Legislature remove barriers to allow privately-operated POF service to be implemented. 

In 2003, the State Legislature funded the Vashon-Seattle POF service through 2005, and 
authorized ESHB 1853 Public Transit Benefit Areas to develop plans having a boundary on 
the Puget Sound to provide POF services. Following passage of ESHB 1853, Kitsap County 
leaders formed the Marine Transportation Association of Kitsap to provide a forum for Kitsap 
based POF system. In 2002-2003, Kitsap Transit developed a POF service plan leading to a 
public vote to approve a sales tax increase to implement the service. However, the measure 
was not approved by Kitsap County voters. 

Kitsap Transit then entered into Joint Development Agreements with private ferry operators 
to provide POF service. Kitsap Ferry Company LLC currently provides POF service between 
Seattle and Bremerton. Aqua Express started service between Kingston and Seattle in January 
2005 but suspended service in September 2005. Kitsap Transit has also had discussions with 
private operators regarding a new Seattle-South Kitsap service. The private POF service 
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described in Option 2 below between Southworth and Seattle is one possible alternative for 
providing service to South Kitsap County. 

1.3 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
We acknowledge the cooperation and information provided by Washington State Ferries and 
Kitsap Transit to develop this report. The Ten-Year Passenger Strategy for Washington’s 
Multimodal Ferry Transportation System, Washington State Department of Transportation, 
January 2005, and Kitsap Transit’s Passenger-Only Ferry Plan B were used as sources of 
background information for this report. Cost information for the Kitsap Transit private ferry 
service was provided by Mike Bennett of Mosquito Fleet, one of several private passenger 
ferry operators in the Puget Sound region who has expressed interest in providing the service 
from Vashon and Southworth to Seattle. 
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2. PASSENGER-ONLY FERRY OPTIONS 
The three POF service delivery options evaluated in this report are described below. Table 1 
summarizes and compares the relevant attributes of each option. 

Option 1 – This option assumes a triangular POF service route connecting Vashon, 
Southworth, and downtown Seattle, operated by WSF. The triangular POF service route 
assumes three round trips, in both the AM and PM peak period, five days per week. The 
service would operate from Downtown Seattle to Vashon to Southworth, and then back to 
Downtown Seattle during both the AM and PM peak periods. This operation provides 
Southworth the faster direct trip to Downtown Seattle in the AM peak period and Vashon the 
faster direct trip from Downtown Seattle in the PM peak period. 

Option 2 – This option provides two separate direct POF service connections between 
Vashon and downtown Seattle and between Southworth and Downtown Seattle. The service 
between Southworth and Seattle is assumed to be operated by Kitsap Transit. The service 
between Seattle and Vashon is assumed to be operated by either the Kitsap Transit or WSF. A 
total of three round trips during both the AM and PM peak periods would be provided on 
both of these routes. 

Option 3 – This option assumes continued operation of the existing direct Vashon-Seattle 
POF, together with the transfer of one passenger-vehicle ferry (PVF) now operating in the 
Southworth, Vashon, and Fauntleroy corridor. The PVF would provide a direct connection 
between Southworth and Downtown Seattle. The transfer of the PVF (assumed to be the 130-
vehicle capacity Issaquah) to this Southworth and Downtown Seattle connection would occur 
Monday through Friday only and remain on the existing Vashon-Southworth-Fauntleroy 
route and schedule on weekends. A small 40-vehicle PVF (Hiyu) would also be added to 
shuttle pedestrian and vehicle traffic between Southworth and Vashon, operating on a 16-
hour schedule, 5 days per week. 
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Table 1. Summary of Passenger Ferry Options 

 

 
Option 1 – Triangle POF 

 

 
Option 2 – Direct POF from Seattle to Southworth and  

Seattle to Vashon 

 
Option 3 – Direct PVF from Seattle to Southworth and  

Direct POF from Seattle to Vashon 

Route SEATTLE/ 
VASHON 

SEATTLE/ 
SOUTHWORTH 

VASHON/ 
SOUTHWORTH 

SEATTLE/ 
VASHON 

SEATTLE/ 
VASHON (option) 

SEATTLE/ 
SOUTHWORTH 

VASHON/ 
SOUTHWORTH 

SEATTLE/ 
VASHON 

SEATTLE/ 
SOUTHWORTH 

VASHON/ 
SOUTHWORTH 

Vessel 
 

Chinook or Snohomish  
St. Nicholas 

Kalama or Skagit  
Rachel Marie  

 
Issaquah, Tillikum, or 

Klahowya 
 

Kalama or Skagit 

 
Issaquah 

 
Hiyu 

Public or Private WSF KT (Private) WSF KT (Private) WSF WSF WSF WSF 

Type POF POF POF POF PVF POF PVF PVF 

Vessel Capacity 350 150 250 (seats 190) 200 1200 250 (seats 190) 1200 200 

Route Distance (miles) 9.0 9.0 3.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 3.0 9.0 9.0 3.0 

Hours of Operation M-F (5-hours in  
AM and PM) 

M-F (5-hours in  AM 
and PM) 

M-F (5-hours in  
AM and PM) 

M-F (5-hours in  
AM and PM) 

M-F  
(4 hours in  AM and PM) 

M-F (4-hours 
in  AM and 

PM) 

Same as Existing 7 days 
(21-hours) 

M-F  
(5-hours in AM and PM) 

M-F  
(16 hours) 

M-F  
(16 hours) 

Trip Time (minutes) 
38 AM 
23 PM 

25 AM 
40 PM 

15 AM & PM 22 30 22 10 30 38 10 

No. of Roundtrips per day 6 6 6 6 6 6 20-23  8-10  

Fare (Round Trip) $ 7.36 $ 7.36 $ 7.36 $ 7.36 $ 7.36 $ 7.36 $4.00 $6.36 $6.10 $4.00 

Fuel Consumption (gal/hr) 157 157 157 68 81 75  81  15 
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3. RIDERSHIP 
Ridership estimates for the POF service options described in Section 2 were obtained from 
WSF and Kitsap Transit. For Options 1 and 3, ridership estimates were based on information 
contained in the Ten-Year Passenger Strategy for Washington’s Multimodal Ferry 
Transportation System report. These estimates were modified to reflect a third AM and PM 
peak period trip assumed in Option 1 and 3 compared to two AM and PM peak period trips 
assumed in the report. For Option 2, the initial ridership estimates for the private ferry 
operation were also based on WSF’s estimates, but were verified to ensure that the smaller 
150 and 200-passenger vessels proposed for Vashon and Southworth, respectively, had 
sufficient capacity to accommodate this number of riders. 

3.1 OPTION 1 
Table 2 summarizes relevant information reviewed to double check WSF ridership estimates 
for Option 1. Current annual ridership on this route during fiscal year (FY) 2005 was 
188,578, with approximately 46 percent of the riders transferring from Southworth. WSF has 
estimated the annual farebox revenue at $1,447,000. There are four variables in this estimate 
compared to the existing service that could increase or decrease ridership: 

• A third trip during each of the peak periods was added to Option 1 compared to the 
existing service with two trips in both the AM and PM peak period. This third trip 
would fall outside of the typical three-hour peak commute window, but would still 
generate additional riders and increase overall daily and annual ridership. According 
to WSF, this third trip was assumed to increase daily ridership by 10 percent the first 
year and 25 percent the second year. 

• The faster travel time with the triangle service compared to the existing service, 
especially to Southworth, would also potentially increase the number of current 
riders. Southworth riders currently transfer from the PVF at Vashon and have a 50 
minute trip compared to 23 minutes in the AM peak period and 38 minutes in the PM 
peak period. This is a significant travel time improvement for Southworth riders that 
would increase ridership. 

• The current 250-passenger vessels on the Vashon-Seattle route can limit ridership on 
some trips. The increase to the 350-passenger vessels would accommodate more 
riders per trip on a vessel with more comfortable seats. 

• A fare increase of $1.00 per round trip was assumed, a 16 percent fare increase, 
which would tend to decrease overall daily and annual ridership. Based on 
information in the Seattle-Vashon Passenger-Only Ferry Service – Revenue 
Maximizing Scenarios, Parsons Brinckerhoff, June 5, 2003, it appears that this fare 
increase would result in a ridership decrease of 9-12 percent based on information in 
this report. 

As a point of comparison, ridership on the Vashon-Seattle POF during one of the highest 
years in FY 1999 was 321,237 for service that operated 7-days/week, 16-hours/day. 
Therefore the estimated annual ridership of 393,206 for the triangle service represents a 22 
percent increase over FY 1999. The triangle service concept is a significant improvement 
over existing service to Southworth that currently requires a transfer at Vashon. There 
appears to be substantial latent or untapped demand especially at Southworth that would be 
the primary reason to expect some ridership increase; however, the magnitude of the increase 
may be high. 
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The end result of WSF’s assumed ridership estimate is approximately 174 percent higher than 
current estimated ridership for FY 2005, as shown in Table 2. With the combined effect of 
the four factors mentioned above (three increasing and one decreasing ridership) and 
comparison to historical ridership on this route, we conclude that WSF’s ridership and 
farebox revenue estimates for Option 1 are reasonable, but could be overstated during 
the first year of operation by as much as 10-20 percent.  

Table 2. Ridership Forecasts for Option 1 

 Seattle-Vashon 
Seattle-

Southworth Total 
2003 PM Peak Period Ridership 223 190 413 

% of Total 54% 46% 100% 

Existing Annual Ridership (16-hour 
service from July 2004 – June 2005) 

101,823 86,755 188,578 

Adjusted Existing Annual Ridership (4+4 
scheduled operation) 

77,589 66,107 143,696 

Assumed Average Fare (One-Way) $3.68 $3.68 $3.68 

Assumed Annual Riders 157,282 235,924 393,206 

Annual Revenue $578,800 $868,200 $1,447,000 

% Growth Assumed 103% 257% 174% 

3.2 OPTION 2 
For Option 2, Kitsap Transit ridership estimates were based on WSF estimates for Options 1 
and 3 but were verified to ensure that the smaller 150 and 200-passenger vessels proposed 
with this service had sufficient capacity to accommodate this number of riders (99 riders per 
trip, or 66 percent of capacity for Vashon and 149 riders per trip, or 75 percent of capacity for 
Southworth). 

As shown previously in Table 1, Option 2 results in a 15 minute faster travel time in the AM 
peak period for Vashon riders, and a 15 minute faster travel time in the PM peak period for 
Southworth riders compared to the WSF triangle operation in Option 1. In addition, the total 
round-trip cycle time for the direct service is 60 minutes, compared to 75-80 minutes for the 
WSF triangle service in Option 1. This means that all three peak period trips would fall 
within the peak 3-hour commute time frame. These service factors have the potential to 
increase ridership over Option 1 by as much as 10-20 percent, although revenue estimates for 
this Option 2 conservatively assumed similar ridership levels as Option 1. Therefore, we 
conclude that the Kitsap Transit/Private Operator estimates for Option 2 are 
reasonable. Because of the service advantages mentioned above, there is a greater 
potential for the ridership estimates to be achieved with this option compared to  
Option 1. 
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Table 3. Ridership Forecasts for Option 2 

 
Seattle-Vashon 

(KT) 

Seattle-
Southworth 

(KT) 
Total 
(KT) 

Seattle-Vashon 
(WSF) 

Assumed Average Fare 3.68 3.68 3.68 3.68 

Assumed Annual Riders 156,816 236,016 392,832 156,816 

Annual Fare Revenue $577,083 $868,539 $1,445,622 $577,083 

Annual Total Revenue $733,899 $1,104,555 $1,838,454 $577,083 
1 Total Revenue for Kitsap Transit includes additional revenue from food, beverage, and concession sales at an 

average of $1.00 per rider. 

3.3 OPTION 3 
For Option 3, ridership estimates were based on information contained in the Ten-Year 
Passenger Strategy for Washington’s Multimodal Ferry Transportation System report. These 
estimates were modified to reflect a third AM and PM peak period trip assumed in Option 3 
compared to two AM and PM peak period trips assumed in the report. Annual ridership is 
slightly lower than ridership from Vashon in Option 2 or 3, but still represents an increase 
over current ridership from Vashon due to the added third trip during each peak period. 

Table 4. Ridership Forecasts for Option 3 

 Seattle-Vashon POF Seattle-Southworth 
Assumed Average Fare $3.18 $3.00/$2.101 

Assumed Annual Riders 289,780 215,242/231,9642 

Annual Revenue $921,500 $1,132,8513 
1 Vehicle/passenger fare increase based on higher Central Sound rates. 
2 Assumed annual vehicle/passenger ridership based on WSF annual revenue estimate. 
3 Annual revenue reflects fare increase from higher Central Sound fare. 

3.4 RIDERSHIP CHANGES FROM NEW SERVICE 
The addition of a new passenger ferry service route in close proximity to existing routes 
generally results in a diversion of ridership. The magnitude of diverted ridership cannot be 
estimated precisely as the change in ridership on the existing routes before and after 
implementation since ridership may be influenced by other factors such as fare increases or 
other background condition changes. Therefore, the degree of diversion is more appropriately 
represented by the difference between the change in ridership on affected routes (routes with 
similar traveler origins and/or destinations) versus the change in ridership on unaffected 
routes (routes with different traveler origins and/or destinations). Additionally, the magnitude 
of diversion can be expected to be relatively low if the new level of service (e.g., origin-
destination, headways, and travel time) is not comparable to the existing route. Similarly, a 
relatively high proportion of diverted ridership would be expected if the new route level of 
service is comparable or is an improvement to the existing route level of service. 

To estimate the effects of adding a Southworth-Seattle POF route on the Southworth-Vashon-
Seattle on ridership, two recent examples of new passenger-ferry service were evaluated: 
Bremerton-Seattle and Kingston-Seattle POF services. 
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Prior to 2005, ferry commuters in Kingston with destinations in the Seattle area could take 
the Kingston-Edmonds PVF route and drive to Seattle, or drive to Bainbridge Island and use 
the Bainbridge Island-Seattle PVF. In January 2005, a private passenger ferry operated by 
Aqua Express was started between Kingston and Seattle. The estimated number of riders 
diverted from the Kingston-Edmonds and Bainbridge Island-Seattle routes is summarized in 
Table 5, below. 

As shown in Table 5, the change in ridership before and after implementation of POF service 
was -10.0 percent for the Kingston-Edmonds route and -7.0 percent for the Bainbridge-
Seattle route for a combined change in ridership of -7.71 percent. Comparing the combined 
change in ridership of affected routes (-7.71 percent) to the change in ridership of unaffected 
routes (-5.84 percent) results in an estimated diversion of 1.87 percent on these routes. This 
results in an estimated annual ridership decrease on WSF routes of 19,000 or approximately 
75 riders on weekdays when the POF is in service. Assuming an average one-way passenger 
fare of $2.75, this ridership decrease results in a revenue loss of approximately $50,000. 

Table 5. POF Effects on Kingston-Edmonds and Bainbridge Island-Seattle Ridership 

Service 
Ridership Before 

POF Service1 
Ridership After 
POF Service1 % Change 

Systemwide 2,213,184 2,064,898 -6.70% 

Kingston-Edmonds 240,644 216,578 -10.00% 

Bainbridge-Seattle 775,567 721,277 -7.00% 

Kingston-Edmonds and 
Bainbridge-Seattle total 1,016,210 937,855 -7.71% 

All other routes unaffected 
by addition of POF route 1,196,974 1,127,043 -5.84% 

Diversion  19,000 1.87% 

Source:  WSF, January 18 2005 - September 30, 2005 
1 Commuter fare ridership 

In 2004, a similar example of ridership diversion resulted when Kitsap Ferry Co. started a 
POF service route between Bremerton and Seattle to supplement the existing PVF service. 
The effects of this POF service addition are illustrated in Table 6, below. This results in an 
estimated annual ridership decrease on WSF routes of 45,200 or approximately 180 riders on 
weekdays when the POF is in service. Assuming an average one-way passenger fare of $2.75, 
this ridership decrease results in a revenue loss of approximately $125,000. 

Table 6. POF Effects on Bremerton-Seattle Ridership 

Service 
Ridership Before 

POF Service1 
Ridership After 
POF Service1 % Change 

Systemwide 1,052,702 969,529 -7.9% 

Bremerton-Seattle 311,847 255,403 -18.1% 

All other routes unaffected 
by addition of POF route 740,855 714,126 -3.6% 

Diversion   45,200 -14.5% 

Source:  WSF, October 2004 - June 2005 
1 Commuter fare ridership 
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Following the same methodology, the amount of diverted ridership is calculated by 
comparing the change in ridership on the affected route (-18.1 percent) versus the change in 
ridership of unaffected routes (-3.6 percent), which results in a diversion of approximately 
14.5 percent. 

As described above, the magnitude of diverted ridership is influenced by several factors 
including origin-destination, travel time, and headways. Introduction of the Kingston-Seattle 
POF likely resulted in a relatively small amount of diversion due to the change in destination; 
i.e., a substantial portion of the Kingston-Edmonds ridership did not have a destination in the 
Seattle area or had a destination in the Seattle area that is not as accessible using transit or 
non-motorized services and facilities. 

According to WSF, the majority of Southworth-Vashon riders have a final destination to 
Seattle. For these commuters, the addition of a Southworth-Seattle POF service would 
eliminate the transfer in Vashon, reduce travel time, and increase flexibility (current Vashon-
Seattle service has only two AM departures with a 1.25 hour headway). Given the similarities 
between the Southworth-Seattle POF and the Bremerton-Seattle POF (i.e., similar levels of 
service between existing and proposed routes), the amount of diverted ridership would more 
likely parallel the Bremerton-Seattle diversion as opposed to Kingston-Seattle. However, it 
should be assumed that a portion of these existing riders have destinations closer to 
Fauntleroy and would continue using the Southworth-Vashon-Fauntleroy route.  

Based on information from these two example routes, the passenger diversion amount for 
Options 1 and 2 would likely be similar to Bremerton-Seattle (14.5 percent reduction), but 
could be smaller. An assumed 10 percent diversion from the existing WSF Southworth-
Fauntleroy route could result in a loss of approximately 40,000 annual passengers. This 
would result in an estimated annual revenue loss of up to $200,000 for Options 1 and 2. 
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4. COST AND FAREBOX RECOVERY ESTIMATES 
This section summarizes operating and capital cost estimates prepared for each of the service 
options. Where possible, operating costs were based on the same base assumptions. For 
example, fuel costs for all options were assumed to be $1.69/gallon. Table 7 summarizes the 
operating, maintenance, and capital costs for Options 1, 2, and 3. All operating cost 
information was based information received from WSF and KT. Meetings were held with 
both WSF and KT staff to review information in the cost and revenue estimates in addition to 
follow-up telephone and e-mail communication to clarify the information. These operating 
cost estimates were reviewed and compared to information from other passenger ferry 
services. Comments on the level of risk and uncertainty in some of the estimates are provided 
in Section 5. 

4.1 OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 
Operating and maintenance cost assumptions and differences among the three options are 
summarized below. 

• Hourly rates for the crew ranges from $12 to $22 an hour for Kitsap Transit operated 
vessels. WSF hourly rates for crews range from $18 to $38 an hour. Crew size also 
varies from 3 to 4 for the Kitsap Transit 150-200 passenger vessels to 5 plus a 
shoreside staff chief under WSF operations. This results in significantly higher labor 
costs under WSF operation. Overall labor costs for Kitsap Transit operations for 
Option 2 could be up to 67 to 78 percent higher if union wages similar to WSF 
operations are assumed. 

• WSF would operate the Kalama or Skagit for the Seattle to Vashon route which has 
an assumed fuel burn rate of 81 gallons per hour. Kitsap Transit would use the 
Rachel Marie or St. Nicholas vessels that have assumed an average fuel burn rate of 
68-75 gallons per hour. The Kitsap Transit vessels are also assumed to operate 8 
hours/day compared to WSF’s 10 hours/day for the triangle in Option 1. The total 
cycle time to make three round trips for the direct KT service can be made in four 
hours instead of five for WSF’s triangle service. 

• Maintenance and repairs can be based on cost per operating hour. WSF assumes the 
maintenance cost rate at approximately $81.50 per operating hour; Kitsap Transit 
assumes $30 per operating hour. This difference is primarily related to labor cost 
differences and higher costs for the larger WSF vessels. 

• The other category of expense includes moorage/dockage fees, food and beverage, 
and various other supplies. The greatest expense in this category for Kitsap Transit is 
moorage/dockage fees and food, beverage, and merchandise costs. The food, 
beverage, and merchandise also generate revenue for the Kitsap Transit service as 
noted in Table 3. 

4.2 CAPITAL COSTS 
Capital costs assumptions and differences among the three options are summarized below. 
All capital cost information was based information received from WSF and KT. 

• Capital costs for Option 1 include improvements at the Southworth and Vashon 
terminals to accommodate the Chinook or Snohomish. The Vashon terminal dock 
would need to be lengthened to accommodate the Chinook or Snohomish at a cost of 
$800,000. The Southworth terminal currently only serves PVFs and would need to be 
modified for the Chinook or Snohomish at a cost of $1,000,000. The capital costs 
also include the rebuild or modification of engines on both vessels at a cost of 
$1,200,000. 
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• The office and administration costs (which includes administration and office staff, 
marketing costs, rent and utilities, and more) for the Kitsap Transit service are 
included in the labor and other cost categories. Administrative office labor costs do 
not appear to be included in WSF’s labor cost estimates. 

• Vessel lease costs are included in the Kitsap Transit service operating costs, but not 
for WSF since the proposed vessels are owned by WSF. An amortized annual cost 
could be included in WSF operating costs to account for the capital cost of vessels.  

• Capital costs for Options 2 and 3 with WSF operating the Vashon-Seattle service 
include $7,000,000 for replacement of the Skagit and Kalama which are both nearing 
the end of their service life. 

• Capital costs for Option 2 with Kitsap Transit operating the Southworth-Seattle 
service also assumes $1,000,000 for improvements to the Southworth terminal. 

• Capital costs for improvements at Colman Dock to accommodate an additional PVF 
from Southworth were not included. Some improvements to reconfigure the vehicle 
holding areas would likely be needed. Off-site mitigation costs to accommodate the 
traffic increase in Downtown Seattle could also be required. WSF is currently leading 
a Colman Dock Master Plan effort that will identify future improvements, including 
possible improvements to the vehicle holding lanes that could accommodate the 
Southworth-Seattle PVF service. 
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Table 7. Annual Cost Revenue and Farebox Recovery Estimates for Options 1, 2, and 3 (Dollars) 

OPTION 2 
WSF, KT Operated KT Operated OPTION 3 

Seattle-
Vashon 

Seattle-
Southworth 

Seattle- 
Vashon 

Seattle-
Southworth 

Seattle- 
Vashon 

Seattle-
Southworth 

Southworth-
Vashon 

 

WSF 
OPTION 1 WSF KT Total KT KT Total Skagit Issaquah Hiyu Total 

Hours of Operation per Day 10 10 8 ─ 8 8 ─ 10 16 16 ─ 

Labor 1,019,500 771,600 421,6841 1,193,284 266,5831 322,3241 588,907 964,500 Same as Existing 1,151,284 2,115,784 

Fuel 682,500 281,600 267,696 549,296 240,926 267,696 508,622 352,000 Same as Existing 144,420 496,420 

Maintenance 209,500 209,500 57,024 266,524 57,024 57,024 114,048 209,500 Same as Existing 292,000 501,500 

Other 179,500 179,500 323,0472 502,547 248,0472 303,1272 551,174 179,500 Same as Existing 276,640 456,140 

Vessel lease Not included Not Included 300,000 300,000 240,000 300,000 540,000 Not Included Not Included Not Included Not Included 

Total Annual Operating and 
Maintenance 

2,091,000 1,442,200 1,369,451 2,811,651 1,052,580 1,250,171 2,302,751 1,705,500  1,864,344 3,569,844 

Annual Revenue 1,447,000 577,083 1,104,5553 1,681,638 733,8993 1,104,5553 1,838,454 921,500 Same as Existing 1,132,851 2,054,351 
Annual Subsidy Amount 644,000 865,117 264,896 1,130,013 318,681 145,616 464,297 784,000 Same as Existing 731,493 1,515,493 
Farebox Recovery 69% 40% 81% 60% 70% 88% 80% 54% Same as Existing 61% 58% 
Office and administration Not Included Not Included Included in Labor Included in Labor Included in Labor Included in Labor Included in Labor Not Included Not Included Not Included Not included 

Capital Costs (one time costs for 
terminal improvements and new 
vessels) 

3,000,000 7,000,0004 1,000,000 8,000,000 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 7,000,0004 Not Included Not Included 7,000,000 

1 Labor costs assume a 3-person crew for Seattle-Vashon and a 4-person crew for Seattle-Southworth. Direct salary costs for crew is assumed to be $22/$17/$12 per hour for Seattle-Vashon and $22/$17/$17/$12 per hour for Seattle-Southworth. Employee benefit costs are assumed to be 38% of direct 
salary. Overall labor costs for Kitsap Transit operations for Option 2 could be up to 78% higher if union wages similar to WSF operations are assumed. 

2 Expense costs for food, beverage, and concession items are included in the Other category. 

3 Annual Revenue for KT operated service includes $1.00 per rider average for food, beverage, and concession sales. This totals $156,816 for Seattle-Vashon and $236,016 for Seattle-Southworth.  
4 Capital cost is for vessel replacement. This cost could be converted to an annual cost to be directly compared to Kitsap Transit’s assumed vessel lease cost. 
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5. FINDINGS AND IMPLEMENTATION RISK 
The ridership and cost information from both WSF and Kitsap Transit appear to present 
reasonable estimates to base future decisions on POF service changes from Vashon and 
Southworth to Seattle. With any planning-level estimates, there is a certain amount of risk 
and uncertainty in some of the estimates that should be considered before a final decision is 
made. This section presents some of the more significant areas of uncertainty in each of the 
options. 

5.1 OPTION 1 
Option 1 provides a significant improvement over current POF service from Southworth and 
an estimated farebox recovery amount that is also significantly improved over today. One of 
the most important advantages of this option is that service to Southworth would be 
significantly more reliable than today when passengers must rely on a somewhat unreliable 
transfer to the PVF at Vashon. Service to Vashon would be similar with this option with 
travel time to Seattle in the morning slightly longer and travel time in the afternoon/evening 
slightly shorter than current service. This option also benefits from having a service provider 
with a long reliable history of serving this route and its unique characteristics. 

Based on our limited review of information on Option 1, the most significant area of risk is 
the ridership estimates that are more than double today’s ridership. Over time, this may be 
achieved, but it may take several years to grow to the assumed level of nearly 400,000 
riders/year. The big question here is how much ridership from South Kitsap through 
Southworth will grow with the improved service. Vashon Island is a more captive and stable 
market with limited growth potential, but Southworth could represent a significant 
opportunity for growth over time. 

The risk of not achieving the ridership estimates is compounded by the uncertainty of fuel 
prices in future years. With the rapid escalation in fuel costs this year, the assumed 
$1.69/gallon cost may be low by the time this service could be operational in 1-2 years. The 
fuel cost risk is higher for Option 1 compared to Option 2 because the proposed 350-
passenger vessels have higher fuel consumption rates than the smaller 150- and 200-
passenger vessels. The combination of lower than estimated ridership and higher fuel costs 
could result in significantly higher subsidy levels required in early years of operation. 

Finally, the flexibility to expand this service to provide midday, evening, and weekend trips is 
limited by the large size of the proposed vessel. The financial subsidy required to provide 
these off-peak trips with lower ridership potential would likely be difficult to justify in 
today’s highly constrained funding environment. Initiating service using smaller vessels to 
more effectively serve the off-peak trips may not be possible under current WSF operating 
constraints related to crew size and staff position requirements. This limits the growth 
potential of Option 1 to serve non-commuter trips on the Vashon-Southworth-Seattle route. 

5.2 OPTION 2 
This option has the potential to achieve significantly lower financial subsidy amounts/higher 
farebox recovery levels than either Option 1 or 3. Option 2 also provides a significant 
improvement over today’s service, but also provides an even better service level to both 
Vashon and Southworth than Option 1. Overall trip times are faster with direct service from 
both Vashon and Southworth to Seattle, and the shorter overall round-trip cycle time for each 
vessel results in a better service schedule within the AM and PM peak period.  
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One of the clear outcomes of examining this option is the operational efficiency and cost 
savings resulting from Kitsap Transit operating both routes, instead of just the Southworth-
Seattle service. The overall subsidy level is considerably lower due to the efficiency gains 
from avoiding duplicative administrative and other direct costs. On the other hand, Option 2 
with Kitsap Transit operating both routes would have the largest negative impact on current 
ridership and revenue on the existing WSF Fauntleroy-Vashon-Southworth PVF service. 

Risks with this alternative include the potentially low fuel cost assumption of $1.69/gallon, 
although this risk is not as great as Option 1 because service would operate eight hours per 
day instead of 10 with Option 1 and the average fuel consumption per hour on the two 
smaller vessels is lower than the single 350-passenger vessel. Ridership estimates could also 
be high since they were based on WSF’s estimates for Option 1; however, the service benefits 
of Option 2 compared to Option 1 would give this option a better chance at meeting the 
ridership estimates. In addition, some of the operating cost assumptions for the privately-
operated service may have a slightly higher level of risk since WSF has exclusively operated 
this service for many years. Two specific areas that should be closely examined are the 
maintenance costs which are nearly three times lower than WSF’s costs, and the vessel 
moorage and dock costs since a definite location has not yet been secured at this 
planning/feasibility stage. Overall labor costs could also be low if union wages and crew size 
requirements similar to WSF operations are used instead of private operator wage rates and 
crew sizes. 

The potential for future growth appears to be higher with Option 2 due to the greater 
flexibility for a private company to operate smaller vessels to more efficiently serve off-peak 
demand time periods. With added off-peak service, peak commuter service would also grow 
over time as riders would be offered more choices to meet their individual time schedules. 

5.3 OPTION 3 
This option is more difficult to compare directly to either Option 1 or Option 2 because it 
only modifies the long-standing Fauntleroy-Vashon-Southworth Triangle PVF route by 
providing a direct PVF connection from Southworth to Vashon. On the surface, this option 
could be a viable long-term solution to serving South Kitsap County with a direct route to 
Seattle; however, there are some significant policy-level questions that would need to be 
thoroughly evaluated before taking the next step towards implementing this option. With a 
narrow view on service demand and costs only, this new PVF route could have the potential 
to become one of the most productive and cost-effective routes in WSF’s system. The cost 
and ridership information indicate a reasonably good farebox recovery rate due to the higher 
central sound fares that would be charged on this route. 

The largest risk with this alternative would be its ability to be implemented. A detailed 
review of consistency with the Kitsap County and Seattle Comprehensive Plans was not 
conducted as part of this review; however, this would be an important first step in any further 
review of this alternative. Because of the long-standing plans to implement POF service from 
Southworth, there would undoubtedly be significant concern over a direct PVF on this route. 
Landside impacts at both Southworth and Seattle would need to be evaluated in detail to 
determine effective ways to accommodate the increased traffic, parking demand, and land use 
changes that could be caused by this service. On the other hand the Fauntleroy and West 
Seattle neighborhoods would benefit from the reduction of traffic, parking and vehicle queues 
at the Fauntleroy ferry terminal. 
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