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Plan Highlights
Over the past two years Kitsap Transit has 
been preparing a business plan for cross-sound 
passenger-only ferry (POF) service between 
three ports in Kitsap County and downtown 
Seattle.  Extensive public outreach was 
conducted to shape a plan that is both feasible 
and meets the communities’ needs.  The 
service would be governed by Kitsap County 
elected officials through either the existing 
Kitsap Transit Public Transportation Benefit 
Area or a newly formed ferry district.  

Routes 

Three routes, originating in Bremerton, 
Kingston and Southworth, that all arrive at Pier 
50 in Seattle.  All three routes would be in 
service by 2020.

Route Proposed Service Start
Bremerton July 2017

Kingston July 2018

Southworth July 2020

Vessels
Total of six vessels – Existing Rich Passage 1, 
plus five new vessels as described below:

Vessels Bremerton Kingston Southworth
Rich Passage 1 (KT owns) ✓

Rich Passage 2 X X

Rich Passage 3 ✓

High-speed 150-passenger ✓

Bow Loading 250-passenger ✓

Bow Loading 250-passenger (high-speed) X X 
✓= Dedicated vessel
X = Backup vessel
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Service Schedule Examples
Example commute and expanded service schedules for each route:

Bremerton

October - April
(Base Season)

Round 
Trips

First Departure 
West Side 
Terminal

Last Seattle 
Morning 

Departure

First Afternoon 
Departure West 
Side Terminal

Last 
Departure 

Seattle
Monday - Friday 6 5:45 AM 8:40 AM 3:25 PM 6:20 PM
May – September (Peak Season)
Expanded Service - High
Monday - Thursday 12 5:45 AM - - 7:35 PM
Friday 15 5:45 AM - - 11:10 PM
Saturday 12 9:15 AM - - 11:10 PM

Kingston

October - April
(Base Season)

Round 
Trips

First Departure 
West Side 
Terminal

Last Seattle 
Morning 

Departure

First Afternoon 
Departure West 
Side Terminal

Last 
Departure 

Seattle
Monday - Friday 6 5:40 AM 9:00 AM 2:20 PM 6:40 PM
May – September (Peak Season)
Expanded Service - High
Monday - Thursday 10 5:40 AM - - 8:05 PM
Friday 12 5:40 AM - - 11:00 PM
Saturday 10 9:00 AM - - 11:00 PM

Southworth

October - April
(Base Season)

Round 
Trips

First Departure 
West Side 
Terminal

Last Seattle 
Morning 

Departure

First Afternoon 
Departure West 
Side Terminal

Last 
Departure 

Seattle
Monday - Friday 6 6:00 AM 8:30 AM 3:10 PM 6:20 PM
May – September (Peak Season)
Expanded Service - High
Monday - Thursday 13 6:00 AM - - 7:20 PM
Friday 17 6:00 AM - - 10:30 PM
Saturday 13 9:30 AM - - 10:30 PM
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Fares
The proposed fare schedule would include the following fare amounts and types:

Fare Type Price
Full Fare $12 round trip

Monthly Pass $168
Bus/Ferry Incentive Pricing To be determined
Reduced Fare $6 round trip

Service Delivery
An interagency agreement between Kitsap Transit and the King County Department of 
Transportation Marine Division (KCMD) would provide for operation of the service by the KCMD 
with Kitsap Transit retaining responsibility for service schedules, fare products, fare levels, and 
capital investment programs.

Financial Plan
The financial plan is balanced with a combination of grants, fares, and 3/10ths of one percent 
sales tax.

Planning around the POF Business Plan and Long Range Strategy has been completed in two 
phases.  The following report outlines the work and findings of Phase Two.  Information about the 
first phase is available in the Phase One Summary Report and appendices.
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1 Introduction/Overview
A comprehensive business plan is essential to successful POF service in Kitsap County.  The 
business plan must also address the investment plan requirements of RCW 36.57A.200 for all 
elements of a passenger ferry program, including proposed routes and ridership, vessel and 
terminal capital requirements, service schedules, fares, and an operating plan.  The business 
plan must also demonstrate how the proposed service can be financially viable over the long 
term.  Kitsap Transit has developed a business plan with these components in two phases.  This 
report, together with the Phase One report and the technical appendices of both phases, 
documents Kitsap Transit Passenger-Only Ferry Business Plan and Long Range Strategy.  

1.1 PURPOSE 
In January 2015, the Kitsap Transit Board of Commissioners accepted the Phase One 
Passenger-Only Ferry Business Plan and Long Range Strategy and directed Kitsap Transit to 
expand the planning effort, including broad public outreach and refinements to the business plan. 

1.2 SCOPE 
Phase Two built upon the previous work performed in Phase One and focused on the following 
questions: 

 What did we hear from the community and how was feedback incorporated in the plan?
 What capital and operating plan refinements have been made?
 What are the legal structure options?
 How much will service cost and how will we pay for it? 

1.3 PHASE ONE BUSINESS PLAN OVERVIEW 
The POF business plan developed during Phase One:

 Reviewed the history of POF service in Puget Sound; 
 Identified routes for analysis; 
 Produced and implemented a public involvement plan to guide business plan development; 
 Evaluated governance structures; 
 Developed a model to analyze POF market demand and project ridership;
 Identified terminal locations and enhancements and vessel requirements; 
 Prepared a management strategy and operating schedule;
 Formulated a phasing and implementation plan for service;
 Developed a cost model to develop a sustainable financial plan; and
 Analyzed the economic benefits of POF service.

For more information about Phase One, refer to the January 2015 Passenger-Only Ferry 
Business Plan and Long Range Strategy. 
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2 What Did We Hear from the 
Community and How Was 
Feedback Incorporated in the 
Plan?

The key objectives of community engagement were gauging community interest in passenger 
ferry service and gaining feedback about the potential service.  Phase One outreach included two 
online surveys, stakeholder interviews, and information tables with a focus on current ferry riders.  
The feedback from Phase One helped shape the initial POF business plan.

Phase One outreach concluded:

 There was general community support for POF service; 
 Benefits and economic opportunities in Kitsap County would increase with POF service;
 Individuals were willing to pay more for faster service;
 More than half of individuals were willing to pay a 2/10ths to 4/10ths of one percent increase in 

sales tax for POF service to Kitsap County; and
 Regional support and continued funding is essential to successful POF service. 

Building upon Phase One, Kitsap Transit conducted additional detailed and diverse public 
outreach efforts in Phase Two to further refine the POF business plan. 

2.1 PHASE TWO OUTREACH
Public outreach was a significant focal point of Phase Two.  A robust engagement plan sought to 
reach a more diverse cross-section of residents, community and business leaders, and dive 
deeper into concerns and opportunities related to the POF business plan and potential service. 

Phase Two public engagement included conducting stakeholder interviews, telephone surveys 
and roundtable discussions, and launching an informational website. In addition, an independent, 
informal, Task Force formed during Phase Two and provided additional input. Public engagement 
efforts focused on the following issues:

 Familiarity with the POF business plan;
 Reactions to descriptions of potential service scenarios;
 Reasons to use POF service;
 Interest in service beyond commute hours; and
 Reactions to potential ballot measure proposals.

Figure 2-1 outlines the timeline and activities for public outreach completed during Phase Two. 
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Source: Appendix A – Phase II Outreach and Communications Summary

Figure 2-1: Phase Two Community Engagement Milestones 

2.2 KEY THEMES
A major objective of the public outreach completed in Phase Two was to gain detailed feedback 
on specific components of the POF business plan.  Several consistent themes emerged across 
the stakeholder interviews, telephone surveys, and roundtable discussions. Many of these 
themes have been addressed in the Phase Two version of the POF business plan. 

Specific changes to the business plan as a result of community feedback include:

 Single fare structure for all three POF routes, instead of route-dependent fare structure 
proposed in Phase One;

 Additional service beyond peak commute periods, including mid-day, evening, and 
Saturday service;

 Accelerated implementation of service for the Southworth route; and
 Recommendation for 3/10ths of one percent increase in sales tax to support desired 

service levels.

Additionally, consistent overall themes heard in Phase Two engagement include:

 POF service will have a positive impact on Kitsap County economy and quality of life; 
 There is a desire for increased vessel size and/or sailings to move more people;
 Most participants support Kitsap Transit pursuing a local revenue measure to fund POF 

service, but acknowledge there will be challenges in passing a measure; and
 Cost of service is the most common concern.

Stakeholder Interviews

Seven (7) interviews from 
April 27 - May 5. Report

Public Opinion 
Survey #1

400 telephone 
interviews from May 
21-31. Report

2015
March May June JulyApril August September

Ferry Connections 
website launched

Roundtable Discussions

Three (3) community forums throughout 
the County from August 11-13. Thirty-
nine (39) total residents attended. Report

Public Opinion Survey 
#2

400 telephone interviews 
from September 22-30. 
Report

http://kitsapferries.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Kitsap-Transit-Stakeholder-Report-FINAL.pdf
http://kitsapferries.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/KTFERRIESPOLL061115_WEB.pdf
http://kitsapferries.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/Kitsap-Transit-Stakeholder-Report-FINAL.pdf
http://kitsapferries.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/2015.11.03-KT-Ferry-Connections-Roundtable-Report-102915-FINAL.pdf
http://kitsapferries.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/VKLNOTES_KTFERRIESPOLLWAVE2_110215-Web.pdf
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Table 2-1 provides a summary of the overall findings from these outreach activities. The full 
report of findings can be found in Appendix A.

Table 2-1: Key Results from Public Outreach 

POF service is a benefit to 
Kitsap County and the 
Puget Sound region.

Cost of implementation is 
the most common 

concern.

Strong preference for 
additional service beyond 
commute hours, but not 

all want to pay more for it.

 Stakeholders say POF 
service would improve the 
economy, provide reliability 
to commuters, and open up 
access to economic hubs

 86% of survey respondents 
say POF would help the 
local economy

 Roundtable participants say 
POF is an economic driver 
that addresses regional 
issues like congestion and 
growth

 Stakeholders question 
whether costs outweigh 
benefits

 Taxpayer cost is the top 
reason provided by survey 
respondents for opposing 
POF service

 Roundtable participants 
support the POF service 
measure but think costs 
may result in an 
unsuccessful measure

 Survey respondents’ top 
priority is service for 
special events, personal 
activities, and tourism 
promotion 

 Support for funding 
additional service (special 
events, non-commute 
sailings) drops nearly 25% 
in public opinion surveys

 Roundtable participants 
reinforce need to support 
tourism with additional 
capacity and sailings

Reliable, efficient, and 
rider-friendly service is 

desired.

Proposed fare rates for 
POF service do not cause 

concern.

POF service must be 
guided by a sound plan. 
But most do not know 
about POF/business 

plans.

 All groups agree that 
service has to be frequent, 
easy to use, and integrated 
with existing transit modes

 Almost all roundtable 
participants say proposed 
fares are reasonable

 69% of survey respondents 
disagree that POF service 
would cost riders too much

 Stakeholders and 
roundtable participants say 
Kitsap Transit must 
communicate the work 
completed in the plan

 Four in ten survey 
respondents know about 
POF plans

Strong support exists for 
Kitsap Transit pursuing 

POF service.

 Nearly three in four survey 
respondents support Kitsap 
Transit pursuing service

 Most roundtable 
participants support placing 
a measure before voters
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3 What Business Plan 
Refinements Have Been Made?

The following key elements were assessed as part of the Phase Two evaluation:

 Opportunities to accelerate the implementation timeframe for Southworth;
 Alternative fleet configurations to accommodate the revised phasing schedule and terminal 

facilities;
 Further definition of operating agreements with partnering agencies; 
 Opportunities to optimize vessel maintenance processes; 
 Alternate fare levels and refinement of the fare collection strategy; and
 Expansion of operating schedules to include mid-day, evening, and Saturday service options.

3.1 TERMINAL FACILITIES 
The Southworth terminal facilities have been reevaluated in response to community feedback and 
a strong interest in accelerating service startup at this location.  The Kingston and Bremerton 
terminal facility requirements did not change in Phase Two and the terminals still require only 
minor improvements such as wayfinding and aesthetic upgrades, plus dock repairs at Kingston.  
KCMD is continuing to work on the design for the new terminal facilities at Pier 50 to incorporate 
Kitsap routes. 

Southworth Terminal 
Initially, a new POF terminal facility for side-loading 150-passenger vessels at Southworth was 
assumed requiring an extensive design and permitting effort, and delaying service start-up.  The 
existing Washington State Ferries (WSF) terminal facility at Southworth is designed for a vehicle 
ferry and not a typical passenger-only vessel.  To accelerate the implementation timeframe at 
Southworth, the feasibility of designing and constructing a new bow-loading passenger-only 
vessel that could fit in the existing vehicle slip was explored.  This would eliminate the need for 
terminal improvements at Southworth and could accelerate implementation of the Southworth 
route by three to five years.

Pier 50 Terminal
Design of Pier 50 improvements is progressing in conjunction with the redesign of WSF’s Colman 
Dock facilities.  The key design elements have not changed since Phase One.  WSF and KCMD 
currently anticipate completion of the new terminal facilities in fall 2018.  KCMD anticipates the 
need to operate from a temporary facility for approximately one year while the permanent facility 
is constructed.
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3.2 VESSEL INFRASTRUCTURE 
Based on the community’s significant interest to accelerate the timeframe of the Southworth 
route, Phase Two included a feasibility study of a passenger ferry designed to fit within the 
existing WSF vehicle slip.  The feasibility study examined the dimensional parameters required 
for a passenger-only vessel berthing in the vehicle slip at Southworth as well as the ability to 
berth at the Pier 50 float.  The feasibility study determined a passenger-only vessel capable of 
both bow-loading and side-loading could be designed for operation out of both locations, while 
sustaining the requisite 28-knot cruising speed. 

Additionally, the feasibility study indicated it would be impractical for Kitsap Transit to modify an 
existing vessel that would be both wide enough to fit within the vehicle slip, and be able to berth 
at Pier 50.  Therefore, the study concluded that designing and constructing a new vessel class 
specifically designed for this route was preferable. Vessels with the required width typically have 
capacity for 200 to 300 passengers.  See Appendix B for the Technical Feasibility Study.

Phase Two Fleet Configuration
To maintain consistent POF service, an appropriate backup vessel(s) must be available.  
Modifying the vessel serving Southworth also requires modification of the fleet configuration.  The 
bow-loading vessel would be unique to the Southworth route and would need a specific backup 
vessel of similar design. 

As determined in Phase One, the Kingston route would require a new 150-passenger vessel 
capable of maintaining a 35-knot cruising speed to achieve the desired crossing time.  In Phase 
One, the Spirit of Kingston and/or Rich Passage 2/3 (RP2/3) class vessel(s) were suggested as a 
backup vessel for this route.  However, each of these vessels would lead to degradation in the 
level of service, with the Spirit of Kingston not able to maintain the required service speed and the 
RP vessels not having the same passenger capacity.  

Consequently, to meet the expanded service schedule demands of the Phase Two operating 
scenario with an uninterrupted and comparable level of service, a backup vessel for the Kingston 
and Southworth routes is required.  Rather than providing separate backup vessels for these two 
routes, the recommendation is for a single vessel designed to possess the requisite bow-loading 
for Southworth service and the speed necessary to maintain the sailing schedule at Kingston.

Therefore, three types of vessels would be required including: (1) three high-speed, low wake 
118-passenger vessels RP1/2/3, (2) one high-speed 150-passenger vessel, and (3) two 
bow/side-loading, 250-passenger vessels, one moderate and one high-speed.  The fleet 
configuration is provided in Table 3-1.

The Phase Two POF service plan for Bremerton is built on a commute service schedule of six 
round-trips per day and the expanded seasonal service plan.  The Phase One plan envisioned 
expanding to twelve round-trips in the commute period as demand grew and when the third RP 
could be built.  In the Phase Two service plan, the expansion to twelve round-trips during the 
commute period is suspended until shoreline monitoring demonstrates the feasibility of the 
additional trips.  However, provisions for construction of a RP3 are incorporated into the business 
plan to support the twelve round-trip commute schedule in the future.
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Table 3-1:  Phase Two Fleet Configuration by Route

 Primary Vessel Backup Vessel

Bremerton (1) RP1 (HS 118 PSGR) 
RP2 (HS 118 PSGR) 
RP3 (HS 118 PSGR)

Bremerton (2) RP2 (HS 118 PSGR) RP3 (HS 118 PSGR)

Kingston T-Boat (HS 150 PSGR)
RP3 (HS 118 PSGR) or
Bow-Loading (HS 250 PSGR)

Southworth Bow-Loading (MS 250 PSGR) Bow-Loading (HS 250 PSGR)

HS = High-speed 
MS = Moderate speed

From a maintenance and operational perspective, it is beneficial to have the same vessel classes 
in a fleet.  However, all three proposed routes have unique characteristics that are not conducive 
to a uniform fleet configuration.  With multiple vessel classes in the fleet, there would be slightly 
different training and maintenance requirements that can be accommodated by appropriate 
staffing and procedures.

3.3 OPERATING PLAN/AGREEMENTS 
The Phase One report recommended that Kitsap Transit contract with KCMD for operations and 
maintenance of Kitsap’s cross-sound ferry service.  During Phase Two, the POF planning team 
met with KCMD staff to explore opportunities and formulate an approach to partnering in the 
delivery of Kitsap’s POF service.  An initial outline of the partnership approach was developed.

Under this public/public partnership arrangement, Kitsap Transit would provide administrative and 
capital program oversight and KCMD would operate the POF service.  As part of this agreement, 
KCMD staff and maintenance facilities could be used for routine and intermediate maintenance of 
vessels at either the overnight tie-up location or the existing KCMD Pier 48 Maintenance Barge.  
Table 3-2 provides a potential framework for roles in the partnership.
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Table 3-2:  Kitsap Transit and KCMD Partnership Approach
Activity Kitsap Transit KCMD

Lead Coordinated Advisory Lead Coordinated Advisory
Vessel Operation
Crew recruitment and training ✓

Human Resource 
Management

✓

Crew dispatch ✓

Coast Guard certification and 
inspection

✓ ✓

Routine vessel maintenance ✓

Annual vessel maintenance ✓ ✓

Terminal Operation
West side terminals ✓ ✓

Pier 50 ✓ ✓

Terminal Maintenance
West side terminals ✓ ✓

Pier 50 ✓ ✓

Customer Service
Customer Service ✓ ✓

Service Scheduling
Service Scheduling ✓ ✓

Fares
Structure and fare levels ✓

Fare collection ✓ ✓

Fare revenue processing ✓ ✓

Insurance
Vessels ✓ ✓

West Side terminals ✓ ✓

Construction Management
Vessels ✓ ✓

West Side terminals ✓ ✓

Pier 50 ✓ ✓

Management
Operation ✓ ✓

Purchasing and contracting ✓ ✓

Accounts Payable ✓
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While formal agreements with KCMD have not been developed, agency leaders began 
discussing potential agreements during Phase Two.  The POF project team worked closely with 
KCMD leadership to identify common management and support costs and to evaluate allocation 
alternatives.

The King County Executive and King County Department of Transportation have both expressed 
strong support for this partnership plan.  They see it as a sound example of regional cooperation 
and an excellent opportunity to leverage local resources to the benefit of both Kitsap and King 
counties.  King County is prepared to continue work to develop the partnership agreement over 
the coming months.

Partnering with KCMD would require both Kitsap and King County internal review and approvals 
prior to adopting an interagency agreement that would be approved through the budget cycle. 
The anticipated timeframe for completing the interagency agreement is as follows:

 Approximately six to nine months to complete the initial development that includes: 
o Development of terms and conditions
o Legal review
o Director’s review

 Approximately four to six months to secure appropriate council and commission approvals 
and authorizations. 

3.4 MAINTENANCE FACILITIES
In addition to the initial discussions of an operating agreement, Kitsap Transit continued to 
explore the possibility of partnering with KCMD for vessel maintenance.  Analysis was completed 
to assess advantages and disadvantages of different maintenance strategies. The study 
evaluated the capacity of the KCMD Pier 48 Maintenance Barge to berth the vessels and the 
option of mooring and maintaining the vessels within Kitsap County.

Through discussions with KCMD, it was determined that the Pier 48 Maintenance Barge would 
have capacity to maintain and moor the Kitsap Transit vessels, and KCMD expressed interest in 
this arrangement.  The analysis examined the pros and cons of topics such as: utilizing the 
qualified KCMD crew at the Pier 48 Maintenance Barge to perform intermediate level 
maintenance activities, and positioning the vessels on either the east or west side of Puget 
Sound.  Additional analysis is required to determine the most appropriate maintenance plan.  See 
Appendix C for the Vessel Maintenance Staffing analysis.  

Maintenance and mooring arrangements would be part of the interagency agreement between 
Kitsap Transit and KCMD. 
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3.5 FARE COLLECTION
The Phase One analysis focused on an approach that included varied fare levels by route 
resulting in round-trip fares for Bremerton and Southworth at $11 and $15 for Kingston.  In Phase 
Two a single cross-sound fare level was recommended to provide consistency across all routes 
and equity for all users. Relying on survey findings that riders were willing to pay an additional $1 
to $3 for the premium service, a system-wide $12.00 round-trip full fare and $10.50 round-trip 
frequent user fare is proposed.  See Table 3-3 for a breakdown of the proposed fares.

Table 3-3: Proposed Fares 
Full Fare Effective Monthly 

Pass Fare
Reduced Fare

Eastbound Direction (Rounded to Nearest $0.25)

Base Fare $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Premium Service Charge $2.00 $2.00 $1.00

Total One-Way Price $2.00 $2.00 $1.00

Westbound Direction (Rounded to Nearest $0.25)

Base Fare $8.00 $6.50 $4.00

Premium Service Charge $2.00 $2.00 $1.00

Total One-Way Price $10.00 $8.50 $5.00

Total Round Trip Price $12.00 $10.50 $6.00

Monthly Pass $1681

Work began in Phase One to identify an initial fare structure and an approach to fare collection, 
and the following work continued in Phase Two which:

 Further refined the directional fare concept to help mitigate ridership imbalances while 
retaining a simple and easy-to-administer structure;

 Identified the proposed frequent user and monthly pass prices using the new, single cross-
sound fare;  

 Analyzed and determined the approach to adopting the One Regional Card for All (ORCA) as 
the preferred fare medium; and

 Examined the establishment of discount programs and practices and opportunities for 
bus/ferry incentive pricing and developed an approach to integrate the pricing into the ORCA 
based system, and also identified new opportunities to potentially leverage off of mobile 
ticketing technology that King County Metro and Sound Transit are piloting in 2016.

1 This is consistent with how WSF prices its fare products; the monthly pass cost is calculated based on 16 
round trips per month. 
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3.6 SERVICE PLANNING 
The Phase One study focused on commute-only service with three round-trips in the morning and 
three round-trips in the evening.  Vessel speed specifications reflect the crossing time required to 
meet the commute schedule.  These one-way crossing times are indicated below for each route:

 Bremerton – 35 minutes (28-minute transit time and 7-minute loading/unloading)
 Kingston – 40 minutes (33-minute transit time and 7-minute loading/unloading)
 Southworth – 30 minutes (23-minute transit time and 7-minute loading/unloading)

Responding to community feedback, Kitsap Transit explored expanding service schedules 
beyond the commute-only service level.  Example expanded service schedules were developed 
for three levels of implementation during peak season (May to September): lower, moderate, and 
high to illustrate how, and at what cost, Kitsap Transit might implement various levels of 
expanded service.  Further analysis demonstrated that fares and operating subsidies could fund 
year round commute and the high level of expanded service.

Table 3-4, Table 3-5, and Table 3-6 illustrate the total daily round-trips and potential schedules for 
Bremerton, Kingston, and Southworth respectively for the three levels of service.  

Table 3-4: Potential Bremerton Schedules

October - April
(Base Season)

Round 
Trips

First Departure 
West Side 
Terminal

Last Seattle 
Morning 

Departure

First Afternoon 
Departure West 
Side Terminal

Last 
Departure 

Seattle
Monday - Friday 6 5:45 AM 8:40 AM 3:25 PM 6:20 PM

May - September 
(Peak Season)

Expanded Service - Lower
Monday - Thursday 7 5:45 AM 8:40 AM 3:25 PM 7:35 PM
Friday 10 5:45 AM 8:40 AM 3:25 PM 11:10 PM
Saturday 10 11:40 AM - - 11:10 PM
Expanded Service - Moderate
Monday - Thursday 9 5:45 AM 9:55 AM 2:10 PM 7:35 PM
Friday 12 5:45 AM 9:55 AM 2:10 PM 11:10 PM
Saturday 10 11:40 AM - - 11:10 PM
Expanded Service - High
Monday - Thursday 12 5:45 AM - - 7:35 PM
Friday 15 5:45 AM - - 11:10 PM
Saturday 12 9:15 AM - - 11:10 PM
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Table 3-5: Potential Kingston Schedules

October - April
(Base Season)

Round 
Trips

First 
Departure 
West Side 
Terminal

Last Seattle 
Morning 

Departure

First Afternoon 
Departure West 
Side Terminal

Last 
Departure 

Seattle
Monday - Friday 6 5:40 AM 9:00 AM 2:20 PM 6:40 PM

May - September 
(Peak Season)

Expanded Service - Lower
Monday - Thursday 7 5:40 AM 9:00 AM 2:20 PM 8:05 PM
Friday 9 5:40 AM 9:00 AM 2:20 PM 11:00 PM
Saturday 8 11:50 AM - - 11:00 PM
Expanded Service - Moderate
Monday - Thursday 9 5:40 AM 10:30 AM 1:00 PM 8:05 PM
Friday 11 5:40 AM 11:50 AM 2:20 PM 11:00 PM
Saturday 8 11:50 AM - - 11:00 PM
Expanded Service - High
Monday - Thursday 10 5:40 AM - - 8:05 PM
Friday 12 5:40 AM - - 11:00 PM
Saturday 10 9:00 AM - - 11:00 PM

Table 3-6: Potential Southworth Schedules

October - April
(Base Season)

Round 
Trips

First 
Departure 
West Side 
Terminal

Last Seattle 
Morning 

Departure

First Afternoon 
Departure West 
Side Terminal

Last 
Departure 

Seattle
Monday - Friday 6 6:00 AM 8:30 AM 3:10 PM 6:20 PM

May - September 
(Peak Season)

Expanded Service - Lower
Monday - Thursday 7 6:00 AM 8:30 AM 3:10 PM 7:20 PM
Friday 11 6:00 AM 8:30 AM 3:10 PM 10:30 PM
Saturday 11 11:30 AM - - 10:30 PM
Expanded Service - Moderate
Monday - Thursday 9 6:00 AM 9:35 AM 2:10 PM 7:20 PM
Friday 13 6:00 AM 9:35 AM 2:10 PM 10:30 PM
Saturday 11 11:30 AM - - 10:30 PM
Expanded Service - High
Monday - Thursday 13 6:00 AM - - 7:20 PM
Friday 17 6:00 AM - - 10:30 PM
Saturday 13 9:30 AM - - 10:30 PM
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3.7 RIDERSHIP
Phase Two analyzed the potential demand for the expanded service scenarios for each route. 
Ridership was forecasted for each level of expanded service.  The ridership analysis indicates 
with more sailings, annual ridership increases.  Figure 3-1 illustrates the annual Phase One 
ridership projections as well as annual ridership projections with expanded service evaluated in 
Phase Two. The figure also indicates the percent increase in ridership from Phase One to Phase 
Two.  
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Figure 3-1:  Annual Ridership for Phase One (Commute-Only) and Phase Two (with Expanded 
Service)

3.8 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
With bow loading at Southworth, the revised implementation plan projects all three routes to be 
operational by 2020, within four years of local funding approval.  While Kitsap Transit has initiated 
partnership agreement discussions with KCMD, they would also need to engage in lease 
agreement discussions with WSF and the Port of Kingston for use of their terminal facilities.  

Bremerton service would commence in the summer of 2017 as only minor aesthetic terminal 
improvements are required and the RP1 has already been built. The Kingston route requires 
construction of a high-speed vessel as well as dock improvements and would be operational 
approximately one year after Bremerton, in the summer of 2018.  Startup of Southworth service 
would require design and construction of a new 250-passenger vessel and small modifications to 
accommodate bow-loading and upland passenger staging and would occur in the summer of 
2020.  Figure 3-2 illustrates the proposed phasing plan for implementing the three routes.  

+54%

+34%

+39%
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Note: Actual start date dependent upon successful ballot measure. 

Figure 3-2:  Phasing Plan

4 What are the Legal Structure 
Options?

In developing a POF service business plan, Kitsap Transit explored a legal structure to govern 
the service, a local tax source to support the service, and boundaries for inclusion in the 
proposed ferry service area.  The Phase One business plan recommended that Kitsap Transit 
employ their current Public Transportation Benefit Area (PTBA) municipal corporation to govern 
the cross-sound POF service.  It was noted in the Phase One report that Kitsap Transit was 
pursuing additional statutory authority for the establishment of a ferry user district.  The 2015 
Washington State Legislature and the Governor did approve expanded authority allowing Kitsap 
Transit to also consider establishment of a ferry district to govern POF service.

Analytical work was performed during Phase Two to support Kitsap Transit’s evaluation of legal 
structure alternatives and boundary establishment.  The project team:

 Estimated ridership originating within Kitsap County and subsections of the county;
 Estimated voter population distribution within Kitsap County and subsections of the county; 

and
 Estimated taxable retail sales and sales tax yields by precinct within Kitsap County.
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The results of this analysis are presented in Table 4-1 through Table 4-4 below.

Table 4-1: POF Ridership Projections by Route
Route % of All Ridership originating within Kitsap County
Bremerton 100%
Kingston 91%
Southworth 75%
Total within Kitsap County 91%
Total outside Kitsap County 9%
Source: Appendix E - Kitsap Transit Passenger-Only Ferry Business Plan and Long Rage Strategy: Detailed Ridership 
Analysis 

Table 4-2: POF Ridership Projections within Alternative Boundary

Route % of All Ridership within Proposed Boundary

Bremerton 86%
Kingston 78%
Southworth 61%
Total within Proposed Boundary 77%
Source: Appendix E - Kitsap Transit Passenger-Only Ferry Business Plan and Long Rage Strategy: Detailed Ridership 
Analysis

Table 4-3: Registered Voter Distribution

Location Registered Voters % of All County Registered 
Voters

Kitsap County 153,571 100%

Alternative Ferry District 129,426 84%
Source: Kitsap County Elections

Table 4-4: Taxable Retail Sales 

Location 2014 Taxable Retail Sales Reported for 
all Precincts in Kitsap County

% of Reported Taxable 
Retail Sales2

Kitsap County 2.577 B 100%

Alternative Ferry District 2.525 B 98%
Source: Washington State Department of Revenue 

2 The Washington State Department of Revenue is unable to track all taxable sales in the county to a 
specific precinct or other geographical unit.  Total taxable retail sales for Kitsap County are higher than 
reported in this table.
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5 How Much Will POF Cost and 
How Do We Pay For It?

A comprehensive financial plan was developed for the cross-sound POF program in Phase One. 
The plan addressed capital and operating costs as well as tax, grant, and operating revenue.  In 
Phase Two the financial plan:

 Incorporated a higher level of service;
 Financed a greater portion of start-up costs with local funds to demonstrate viability at a lower 

level of grant funding while maintaining the implementation schedule;
 Adopted bow loading at Southworth to expedite implementation of service from Southworth;
 Incorporated revised capital investment requirements;
 Adopted a single cross-sound fare for all routes; and
 Evaluated the sustainability of the financial plan to withstand economic and performance 

uncertainty.

5.1 COST OF EXPANDED SERVICE AND FUNDING 
MECHANISMS

As in Phase One, costs for construction of both vessels and terminals were estimated and 
inflated over the investment period.  Operating costs for the higher level of service, including 
terminal and vessel operations and management and support, were estimated and projected over 
the term of the financial plan. 

 $48 million in capital investment would be required between 2017 and 2022 to support all 
three routes with the vessel configuration described in Section 3.2.

 Nearly $13 million of local funds would be committed to capital investments required to launch 
the first two routes.

 Ongoing operating subsidy requirements3 once all three routes are in service with year round 
commute and the high level of expanded service would be $8 million per year:

o $2.5 million for Bremerton
o $3.1 million for Kingston
o $2.4 million for Southworth 

As noted in the Phase One report, adequate funding is critical for sustainable, long-term service.  
While a portion of operating costs would be covered by fare-box revenue, the remainder of 
operating costs and capital outlays would need to be covered through other funding sources.  
Grant funding would be utilized whenever possible; however, competition for these funds can be 
intense and an alternative that does not depend upon grant revenue to cover start-up capital was 

3 Subsidies estimated in 2016 dollars.
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evaluated and is discussed below.  See Appendix F for an inventory of grant opportunities.  Local 
funding in the form of tax levies would be required to support capital needs and sustain the 
service over the long-term.  

The financial plan, at the higher level of seasonal expanded service with the required capital 
investments, is balanced with fare revenue, grant revenue to cover approximately 50 percent of 
start-up capital requirements, and 3/10ths of one percent sales tax.  Local tax revenues 
supplement capital investments in the early years as service ramps up.  Local tax revenues are 
dedicated to subsidizing ongoing operation and maintenance of the system once all three routes 
are fully implemented.  Funding to subsidize the existing Port Orchard Foot Ferry is also covered 
through the revenues generated by the 3/10ths of one percent sales tax, freeing up approximately 
$1.5M per year for bus service.  

5.2 FINANCIAL PLAN SUSTAINABILITY
Like the Phase One plan, the Phase Two financial plan continues to adopt a conservative 
approach to estimating both costs and revenues.  Some key elements of the financial 
assumptions are discussed below.

Fuel Prices
Fuel prices were assumed to be $4 a gallon, a conservative estimate in 2015 when Kitsap Transit 
was paying approximately $2.50 a gallon and even more conservative now when fuel is as low as 
$1 a gallon.

General Cost Escalation
Cost escalation was assumed to be 5 percent per year, in line with actual experience for Kitsap 
Transit and well within the rate experienced by other ferry operations.

Fare Structure
The Phase One business plan proposed a two-tier fare structure with Bremerton and Southworth 
priced at $11 for full adult fare and Kingston at $15.  In Phase Two, a single cross-sound fare was 
evaluated with a goal of remaining relatively revenue neutral.  A system-wide cross-sound full 
adult fare of $12 was recommended and incorporated into the Phase Two ridership and revenue 
projections. 

Ridership and Fare Revenue 
As part of the Phase One planning work, a rider choice model was built to project ridership for 
each of the three proposed routes.  Rider choice models have been shown to be very reliable in 
projecting ridership for many other land and ferry transit systems.4

Using the ridership model, baseline ridership and revenue was estimated using the 
recommended expanded service schedule and a $12 adult full fare.  An average realization of 85 
percent was applied to the revenue forecast to account for frequent use and other fare discounts.  
The estimate was further reduced by 25 percent to account for ridership ramp-up and economic 
uncertainty.  A 5 percent escalation factor was applied annually to fare revenue to keep fare 
growth in line with cost escalation.  No additional factor is applied for ridership growth.

4 See Appendix F of the Phase One report for a full discussion of ridership modeling and projection
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Local Tax Revenue
Current Kitsap Transit sales tax receipts were used to establish base year collections at 3/10ths of 
one percent sales tax.  Tax revenue growth was assumed to be 3.5 percent per year, well below 
the average predicted for the next three years in Kitsap County by the Puget Sound Economic 
Forecaster. 

Grant Revenue
Responding to a suggestion from the Federal Transit Administration, the overall level of federal 
grant support was re-evaluated.  The proposed financial plan does assume grant support to start-
up capital investment at approximately 50 percent.

However, an alternative premised on no start–up capital grants was developed.  In this case, 
fares and 3/10ths of one percent sales tax would be supplemented with debt funding in the range 
of $21 million.  This would provide funding for the required capital, debt service, and operating 
subsidy to operate all three routes with commute service at the level of six round-trips per day 
during the off-peak season and the higher level of expanded service during peak season.  In the 
no-grant-revenue alternative, a third vessel for Bremerton would be contingent upon the later 
availability of grant funds.  Total debt service for this alternative was estimated to be 
approximately $5 million.

5.3 PROJECTED FINANCIAL PLAN
Route financial projection statements were prepared for each of the three routes and include 
operating revenue, operating costs, and capital costs.  They reflect the implementation schedule 
proposed in the overall business plan and are consolidated into a system-wide route financial 
projection statement that incorporates funding for both the operating subsidy and the capital 
program.  Refer to Attachment 1 for a summary of the financial plan and Appendix G for financial 
plans of each route. 

6 Key Findings and Next Steps
Through the work performed in Phase Two, Kitsap Transit has gained a deeper understanding of 
community and stakeholder support and concerns for POF service.  Community interest in more 
than just commute service was a very strong theme in all forms of outreach.  The potential 
schedule development, demand forecasting, and financial analysis completed in Phase Two 
illustrates that expanded service is feasible.  Additionally, modifications for a Southworth vessel 
are feasible that would result in an accelerated timeframe for beginning operations at that 
terminal.  By implementing expanded POF service, a broader spectrum of community members 
would be able to utilize and benefit from this service.  

Although the proposed plan offers a viable plan for sustainable passenger ferry service, no plan 
can anticipate all future developments.  Kitsap Transit should develop a performance monitoring 
and evaluation program to ensure that the ferry program remains viable and to make the 
inevitable course changes dictated by rider needs, evolving economic conditions, and the costs of 
service delivery.
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Key findings from Phase One and Phase Two of the business plan include:

 There is broad community support for POF service. 
 There are two viable legal structures available to support Kitsap POF service:  the current 

Kitsap Transit PTBA and the new statutory authority to establish a separate Ferry District
 Bow loading in the WSF slip allows Southworth service to begin three to five years sooner.
 Incorporating an expanded seasonal service plan for POF service is financially feasible based 

on projected ridership and revenue, with a 3/10ths of one percent sales tax levy and grant 
funding. 

 King County is a willing partner in providing cross-sound POF service.

Should the Kitsap Transit Board of Commissioners choose to refer the business plan to the 
voters, work should continue to:

 Refine elements of the plan such as fare structure and fare collection, vessel moorage and 
maintenance arrangements, and an internal staffing and management plan;

 Conduct preliminary design and acquisition work for capital investments;
 Coordinate with the Federal Transit Administration for submission of a project application as 

the first step in seeking New/Small Starts grants; and
 Initiate development of an interagency agreement with King County and other partnering 

agencies.



Kitsap Transit - Passenger-Only Ferry Business Plan and Long Range Strategy

Phase Two Report 23

Attachment 1
Kitsap Passenger-Only Ferry Projected Financial Plan
All Routes 2017-2036
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Attachment 1:  Kitsap Passenger-Only Ferry Projected Financial Plan – All Routes 2017-2036 ($ in thousands)

Note: Numbers may not add up due to rounding.
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Attachment 1:  Kitsap Passenger-Only Ferry Projected Financial Plan – All Routes 2017-2036 ($ in thousands) 

 

 

Note: Numbers may not add up due to rounding.  
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Passenger-Only Ferries in  
the Puget Sound Region

Overview
The Puget Sound region has a long history of reli-
ance on waterborne transportation.  Many cities 
and counties are bordered by water, and several 
communities—including Vashon Island and the 
San Juan Islands—are completely reliant on ferries 
to access the mainland.  Ferries play a key role in 
the regional transportation system and economy, 
by connecting residents to jobs and services, 
and taking visitors to recreational opportunities.  
While most of the ferries operating in the PSRC 
region today are combined car and passenger 
ferries, passenger-only ferries (POF), which carry 
only foot passengers and can be likened to water-
borne transit, also have a regional presence.  

Foot ferries, or passenger-only ferries as they are 
referred to in this report, once filled a vital role in 
the regional transportation network.  Between the 
years 1850 and 1930, hundreds of small, steam-
powered ferries called the Mosquito Fleet con-
nected numerous Western Washington ports.  By 
1930, the heyday of the fleet had passed, as it faced 
increasing competition from railroads, road travel, 
and a new generation of diesel-powered auto 
ferries that were the predecessors to Washington 
State Ferries (WSF’s) modern day auto ferry fleet. 
In more recent history passenger-only ferries have 
played a continuing, if diminished, role in the 
region’s transportation system.   Unreliable pub-
lic funding, low ridership, historically high fuel 
costs, and competition with other travel modes 
led to the 2005 shutdown of Seattle-Kingston 
passenger-only ferry service and more recently, the 
termination of the Seattle-Bremerton passenger-
only ferry route.  

Furthermore, in 2006 the State Legislature di-
rected WSF to exit the passenger-only ferry busi-
ness to focus its resources on auto ferry routes.  
Recognizing the importance of passenger-only 
ferries to the Puget Sound region, the Legisla-
ture simultaneously enabled cities, counties and 
transit agencies to form new Ferry Districts and 
Public Transportation Benefit Areas (PTBAs) with 
expanded tax-collecting authority to fund passen-
ger-only ferry service. The legislature also reduced 
regulatory and legal barriers to new passenger 
ferry service.   These actions laid the necessary 
groundwork for local and private passenger-only 
ferry service development and delivery.  

In response, the King County Ferry District 
(KCFD) was formed and began collecting new 
property taxes in 2008.  The funds will be used 
immediately to take over operation of passenger-
only ferry service between downtown Seattle and 
Vashon Island and to enhance Elliott Bay Water 
Taxi service between West Seattle and downtown 
Seattle.  Several other routes are now being studied 
by the KCFD for possible demonstration service.  
In addition to these passenger-only ferry services, 
Kitsap Transit offers year-round foot ferry service 
between Port Orchard, Annapolis and Bremerton.  
The Port of Kingston is working to reinstate direct 
service between Kingston and downtown Seattle. 
And, during the summer season, private operators 
run for-profit passenger-only ferry service geared 
to the Victoria, B.C. and San Juan Island tourist 
markets.
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The Puget Sound  
Regional Passenger-Only 
Ferry (POF) Study
Today, in the face of escalating fuel costs, record 
high transit demand, and the need for more en-
vironmentally-friendly transportation options, 
there is great interest in the increased role pas-
senger-only ferries could play in meeting regional 
transportation needs.  Many believe POF could 
help the region achieve key transportation, eco-
nomic, environmental, and land use objectives.  
While many studies in recent years have shed 
light on the need for passenger-only ferries in this 
region, most have focused narrowly on a specific 
agency, service area, or route, and do not provide a 
coordinated regional framework for POF service.  
And while the region’s long-range transportation 
plan - Destination 2030 - presents a multimodal 
transportation investment strategy that includes 
passenger-only ferries as an element of the region’s 
high-capacity transit system, the ferry component 
of the plan is out of date.

Thus, in the spring of 2006 the Puget Sound 
Regional Council (PSRC) Transportation Policy 
Board asked staff to evaluate the current status of 
passenger-only service in the Central Puget Sound 
Region and explore the need for a coordinated 
regional approach to planning for passenger-only 
ferries.  Following initial discussions, the policy 
board instructed staff to prepare a study to exam-
ine the role of POF in the region’s transportation 
system, assess the regional market for passenger 
ferry service, prepare ridership forecasts, identify 
and evaluate possible routes, and develop a re-
gional framework to guide decisions on system 
investments.  The Regional Passenger-Only Ferry 
Study is intended to:

Assist in the coordination of state, regional, 
and local ferry system investments, 

Integrate ferry system planning with transit, 
roadway, bike and pedestrian improve-
ments, 

Provide guidance for ferry supportive land 
use, and

Establish a policy framework for passenger-
only ferry service that can be incorporated 
into Transportation 2040, the region’s new 
transportation plan, to be adopted in spring 
2010.

Over the past year and a half, PSRC has been 
working in close consultation with stakeholders to 
develop a regional plan for coordinated passenger-
only ferry service.  The full study is available at: 
www.psrc.org/projects/ferry/index.htm.  Primary 
stakeholders include:

Transit agencies: Transit agencies provide service 
which is integral for bringing customers to and 
from ferry terminals. In addition, transit agen-
cies can also be providers of passenger-only ferry 
service. In the PSRC region, Kitsap Transit oper-
ates service between Port Orchard, Annapolis and 
Bremerton via the Kitsap Transit Foot Ferry, and 
they are in the planning phases to offer Bremer-
ton-Seattle service in the future.

Cities and counties:  Local jurisdictions host ferry 
terminals, operate passenger-only ferry service 
(e.g. King County Ferry District), devise zoning 
codes that impact land use around ferry terminals, 
and develop the bicycle, pedestrian and roadway 
systems that are vital connections to terminals.

System users:  Ferry system riders have a unique 
perspective which is critical to planning for system 
improvements.  The Planning Advisory Commit-
tee (PAC) created for the Regional Passenger-Only 

•

•

•

•
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Ferry Study included numerous users, who con-
tributed valuable input.

Ports:  Ports have the authority to fund and 
operate passenger-only ferry service in the Puget 
Sound.  Today, the Port of Kingston is moving 
ahead to develop and implement Seattle – Kings-
ton service.

Washington State Ferries:  Even though WSF 
will soon end operation of passenger-only ferry 
service, it will continue to operate nine important 
auto ferry routes in Western Washington. Future 
passenger-only ferry service should be planned in 
coordination with WSF to ensure it complements 
WSF service offerings and capital investments to 
meet the needs of all ferry system users. 

Washington State Department of Transporta-
tion:  Passenger and auto ferries act as an integral 
element of the region’s highway system.  While 
passenger-only ferries won’t carry vehicles as 
WSF vessels do, many POF passengers will still 
complete a portion of their trip on state and lo-
cal highways. Future POF expansion can play a 
role in mitigating demand for highway capacity, 
but may also increase traffic demand around new 
or expanded terminals.  Future route expansion 
and terminal siting must be coordinated closely 
with WSDOT.

State Legislature: The Washington State Leg-
islature plays an important oversight role for 
passenger and auto ferries.  It has the authority 
to pass legislation impacting regulatory and/or 
funding mechanisms that can support regional 
passenger-only ferry service. In particular, the 
Joint Legislative Transportation Committee plays 
a central role.  Both the JTC and legislators con-
tributed to the planning effort as part of the POF 
study Planning Advisory Committee.

Transportation Commission:  The Washington 
Transportation Commission provides policy guid-
ance to the Legislature and sets fares for the ferry 
system.  Members of the commission provided 
ongoing input to this study.

This study is intended to provide a framework 
that will guide these and other stakeholders as 
they consider opportunities for developing POF 
service. The work effort included a thorough 
literature review, a market analysis, ridership 
estimation and demand modeling, peer systems 
evaluation, evaluation of potential future POF 
routes and assessment of opportunities and chal-
lenges for integration with landside transportation 
systems. This report summarizes the outcomes 
and findings of these technical tasks and discusses 
regional implementation, next steps and regional 
roles.
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To assess the demand for passenger ferry service, 
the study used a three-pronged approach:   1) 
market analysis and route identification, 2) rider-
ship estimation using the regional travel demand 
model, and 3) further detailed evaluation against 
key criteria.  This process resulted in the Regional 
Passenger-Only Ferry Strategy, which recom-
mends phased implementation of 17 potential 
routes.  The study also identifies regional coordi-
nation actions to help implement the passenger 
ferry system over time.

Market Analysis and  
Route Identification
Thirty-three routes were identified and analyzed to 
varying degrees in this process.  They included:

All existing passenger-only ferry routes

Routes included in the current Regional 
Transportation Plan–Destination 2030.

Passenger-only ferry routes studied previ-
ously in other planning processes

Promising routes identified by the Project 
Advisory Committee (PAC) guiding this 
study

Routes identified by community members 
and ferry system users

Routes that appeared promising based 
on regional population and employment 
growth and documented travel patterns.  
Existing travel patterns were analyzed using 
the 2007 Washington State Ferry Customer 
Survey and the Puget Sound Household 
Travel Survey.

While the majority of the routes analyzed 
primarily connect locations between or 
within the PSRC region’s four counties 
(King, Kitsap, Snohomish and Pierce 
Counties), several routes were analyzed in 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

areas outside the PSRC region where one 
terminus of the route was located within 
PSRC’s jurisdictional boundaries.

Ridership Estimation and 
Demand Modeling 
The thirty-three initial routes were analyzed us-
ing PSRC’s regional multimodal travel demand 
model to arrive at ridership estimates for the 
year 2030.  The key strength of the model is its 
ability to replicate actual travel behavior in the 
Puget Sound region, while weaknesses include 
its inability to accurately account for non-peak 
hour and recreational demand. The model is 
developed using data obtained from household 
travel surveys, which provide a statistically sound 
modeling suite that does well in replicating ob-
served behavior.� 

The project team then analyzed the results, adjust-
ed some of the service assumptions, and removed 
or combined competing services within the same 
market to gauge the impact (e.g., removing one 
of two competing routes, or combining similar 
routes).  A second model run was then completed, 
with post-modeling adjustments made to better 
account for recreational and tourist demand and 
revised service frequency assumptions.   At this 
point, routes with extremely low estimated daily 
ridership (below 200 daily riders) were combined 
with other routes or removed from consideration.  
The remaining routes were then evaluated using a 
more comprehensive list of evaluation criteria.

�	 For more information on the demand modeling process, see 
the Task 5 report Market Analysis and Demand Modeling at http://www.
psrc.org/projects/ferry/Task5-MarketAnalysis_121107.pdf, and Chapter 
2 of the Task 8 report Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Strategy at 
http://www.psrc.org/projects/ferry/Task8chapter2.pdf.

Evaluating Market Opportunities for 
Passenger-Only Ferries
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Criteria for Route 
Evaluation
Ridership estimates are only one factor affecting 
the viability of future POF service; a number of 
other factors impact how well future passenger-
only ferry routes will perform.  To assess these 
factors, the 17 more promising routes were evalu-
ated using the following criteria, which take into 
account both current and planned conditions: 

Demand – This set of criteria examined the 
estimated daily peak period ridership and the 
potential for tourist and recreational use and off-
peak use (i.e. to access shopping or healthcare 
services).

Modal Advantage - This evaluation factor as-
sessed whether or not other viable transportation 
modes (e.g. transit, highways, auto ferries) were 
available as an alternative, and what degree of time 
savings could be realized on passenger-only ferries 
compared to the next best available mode.

Land Use – This criterion evaluated both existing 
and planned land use and development densities 
in both the immediate terminal area, as well as 
the greater area surrounding the terminal.  In this 
category the viability of terminal siting was also 
analyzed. 

Operations & System Integration – In this 
category, routes were assessed based on the navi-
gability of the waterways, adequacy of connecting 
transit service, quality of bicycle and pedestrian 
connections and facilities, availability of terminal 
area parking and the perceived vulnerability of the 
ferry terminal area to traffic impacts.

Cost – This criterion looked at capital costs associ-
ated with getting service up and running, ongoing 
operating cost per passenger mile, and whether the 

presence of passenger-only ferry service could help 
defer or eliminate significant alternative trans-
portation infrastructure investments that might 
otherwise be needed to meet demand.

Environment – This final criterion assessed the 
sensitivity to wake impacts generated by vessels on 
the route, and to what degree the passenger-only 
ferry service would allow users to avoid driving 
on heavily congested roadways.  It also assessed 
near shore environmental impacts related to 
terminal development and vessel traffic (e.g. eel 
grass, salmon, etc.).

This evaluation exercise was not used to further 
screen out potential routes.  Rather, it was used 
as a tool to see which routes might be more vi-
able in the immediate versus longer-term, to 
identify issues and challenges associated with any 
given route, and to begin analyzing what level of 
landside connections and improvements may be 
needed to support future passenger-only ferry 
service. 

Route Evaluation Results
The evaluation process enabled the project team 
to categorize the final 17 routes according to the 
recommended implementation timeline.  These 
categories are described below.

Immediate-term:   
Most Viable Routes 
Existing and New
Existing Routes.  The existing routes in this 
category are already in operation and planned to 
continue under the authority of either the King 
County Ferry District or Kitsap Transit.   This 
evaluation supports the continuation and expan-
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sion of services on these routes over the next three 
years (2008-2011).   These routes include:

Vashon Island – Downtown Seattle

West Seattle – Downtown Seattle (Elliott 
Bay Water Taxi)

Annapolis – Bremerton  (Kitsap Transit 
Foot Ferry)

Port Orchard – Bremerton  (Kitsap Transit 
Foot Ferry)

New Cross-Sound Routes.  Three potential new 
routes in this category are deemed most immedi-
ately viable in terms of market demand and rider-
ship, and are identified as routes with a high level 
of significance for meeting regional transportation 
needs.  Existing markets on both sides of Puget 
Sound (King and Kitsap Counties) would provide 
sustainable ridership on these routes, even if they 
were to be implemented immediately or within 
the next few years.   Most of these routes have 
some dock and terminal infrastructure in place to 
support POF service, as well as connecting transit, 
bicycle and pedestrian connections.  As such, these 
routes are proposed for implementation over the 
next three years (2008-2011).     Routes in this 
category include:

Kingston – downtown Seattle

Bremerton – downtown Seattle

Southworth/Manchester Beach – down-
town Seattle

Medium-term
The routes in this category have the potential 
to develop a viable market and operations plan 
in the medium-term, defined as within the next 
four to ten years. However, they would require 
demonstration testing, market and cost analysis, 
improved landside connections, operating sub-

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

sidy, capital investment to fund vessels, docks and 
terminal facilities, and/or land use and develop-
ment changes. Routes in this category include two 
potential new cross-Sound routes, and one King 
County route.  They are:

Bainbridge Island – Des Moines

Port Orchard – downtown Seattle

Kirkland – University of Washington

Long-term
These routes are probably not viable within the 
next decade, but have the potential to develop 
a viable market in the longer-term (ten or more 
years).  However, they would require demonstra-
tion testing, substantially enhanced markets, im-
proved landside connections, operating subsidy, 
capital investment to fund vessels, docks and 
terminal facilities, and/or land use and develop-
ment changes.  This category includes four King 
County routes and one cross-Sound route.

Suquamish – downtown Seattle

Kenmore – University of Washington

Renton – Leschi 

Des Moines – downtown Seattle

Shilshole – downtown Seattle

Tourism and  
Recreation-focused Routes
These seasonal routes would primarily serve tour-
ist and recreation markets and are not integrated 
into the phasing strategy because they most likely 
require a private rather than public operator to 
deliver service.  Both routes recommended in this 
category, however, do appear to have an existing 
market and could likely be feasible in the short 
to medium term, depending on the interest of 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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potential private operators and other entities that 
might choose to subsidize the service (i.e. busi-
nesses, developers, or government agencies).  The 
two recreational routes include:

Port Townsend – downtown Seattle

Vancouver B.C. – downtown Seattle

All routes, and recommended phasing, are de-
picted in Figure 1.

There were additional routes identified during 
the course of the study that were not evaluated in 

•

•

detail.  Two routes in particular are Lake Wash-
ington services between Renton and Kirkland and 
Renton and Bellevue.  These were identified as 
a mitigation measure for travelers in the heavily 
congested I-405 corridor.  There was also interest 
expressed in service between Bellevue and Seattle.  
These routes may be among others studied by 
King County Ferry District (KCFD) as possible 
long-term POF investments (they are not on the 
current list of routes KCFD is studying).
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This section gives further detail on all of the routes 
included in the Regional Passenger-Only Ferry 
Strategy.   For the Immediate-term routes, the 
following information is presented:

Map and Route Overview - Schematic maps 
show the path of the proposed POF route as 
well as basic route information. It is important to 
note that all operating plan information, operating 
costs and capital costs are conceptual for planning 
purposes only.

Operating Cost Summary – This section gives es-
timated totals for each operating element, includ-
ing fuel, maintenance and labor. As with terminal 
improvement and vessel costs, all operating costs 
as estimated in April 2008 are calculated in 2008 
dollars, and may change dramatically (especially, 
for example, as fuel prices increase).

Fare Options –This section lists what the farebox 
recovery rate would be at the assumed fare level, as 
well as what the fare would need to be to achieve a 
40 or 60 percent farebox recovery rate.�  Farebox 
recovery is a commonly used performance metric 
for transit and ferry systems that specifies what 
proportion of annual operating costs is recovered 
from passenger fares.   A review of peer POF 
systems that operate as part of a public transit 
network shows that a farebox recovery target of 
40 percent to 50 percent is normal.�  

�	  PSRC’s Regional Travel Demand Model assumed fares 
comparable to the average regional transit fare, which may or may not 
be the appropriate price for any given POF route.  As POF services 
are more fully analyzed and brought towards implementation, more 
analysis will be needed on the appropriate fare level, given specific 
objectives of the operating entity.

�	  For a point of reference, the average farebox recovery for 
urban bus or rail transit systems is typically in the range of  20 percent 
to 40 percent, and the tentative target adopted in 2006 for WSF’s auto 
ferry system was 80 percent.  

For the medium-term, long-term and recreational 
routes, a text description of the route is given 
along with key considerations, challenges and 
opportunities, as well as summary operating in-
formation.  For more information on each route’s 
operating and service plan, including assumed 
operational and capital costs, and more detailed 
estimated cost breakdowns, see the Task 8 report 
from this study, Regional Passenger-Only Ferry 
Strategy, at http://www.psrc.org/projects/ferry/
Task8FullReport.pdf.

The Regional  
Passenger-Only Ferry Strategy
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The routes in this category have the potential 
to develop a viable market and operations plan 
in the medium-term, defined as within the 
next four to ten years. However, they would 
require demonstration testing, further enhanced 
markets, improved landside connections, capital 
investment, and/or land use and development 
changes. Figure 8 shows the three medium-term 
routes, and key operating characteristics as-
sumed for each in this study.

Port Orchard – Seattle 
In the immediate-term, the Port Orchard mar-
ket would be served by the Bremerton – Seattle 
route, connected by the Kitsap Transit Foot 
Ferry from Port Orchard and Annapolis, and 
the Southworth/Manchester – Seattle service to 
the south. In the medium-term, direct peak-pe-
riod service between Port Orchard and Seattle 
may be viable. If this direct service were in 
place, it would draw some ridership from both 
the Bremerton and the Southworth/Manchester 
routes to Seattle. 

The location of the Port Orchard terminal is 
assumed to be the current ferry terminal at the 
end of Sidney Avenue in downtown Port Or-

chard, currently used for the Kitsap Transit Foot 
Ferry service.  Negotiation with Kitsap Transit 
for berthing space to accommodate additional 
POF service to Downtown Seattle would need 
to take place prior to service implementation.  

Bainbridge – Des Moines 
This route would provide Kitsap residents an 
improved connection to Sea-Tac Airport. Its 
success would rely on new dedicated all-day 
transit shuttle service between the Des Moines 
terminal and the Airport. The City of Des 
Moines currently operates a large public marina 
facility on its waterfront. While waterfront in
frastructure is in place, there do not yet appear 
to be facilities adequate to provide POF service, 
and the current marina master plan does not 
include a passenger-only ferry terminal.  

A Bainbridge Island POF terminal would be 
most easily and strategically located immediate-
ly northeast of the existing WSF ferry terminal, 
although a second possible site is at the Eagle 
Harbor maintenance facility to the southwest. 
A large indoor waiting area already exists at the 
WSF terminal. It is anticipated that this space 
can be shared to accommodate future passen-

Figure 8	 Medium-term Routes’ Operating Characteristics

Route

Daily 
Riders 
(2030)

Route 
Length 

(nautical 
miles)

Schedule Frequency

Speed 
(knots)

Crossing 
Time 
(min.)Weekday Weekend

Port Orchard - Seattle 1,740 14.8 Peak only:   40 min. No service 30 32

Bainbridge - .
Des Moines

270 23
Peak: hourly  .
Off-peak: 90 min.

2 hours 30 48

Kirkland - UW 420 6 Peak only: hourly No service 22 20

Medium-term:  Routes with Potential to Develop
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ger-only ferry needs. However, the anticipated 
distance and elevation change from the WSF 
waiting area to a potential POF terminal is 
great, and would likely require an additional 
outdoor waiting area closer to the terminal 
float.  Potential future reconstruction of WSF’s 
passenger terminal would provide an excellent 
opportunity to address these issues.  

While transit service to the Bainbridge terminal 
is good today, expanded transit service in the 
mid-day, and an improved bike route in the 
SR 305 corridor would greatly enhance access 
to the Bainbridge terminal.

Kirkland –  
University of Washington
This route was previously studied in the King 
County Waterborne Transit Policy Study (2005) 
and is currently under consideration for dem-
onstration testing by KCFD within the next 
two years.  For this trip passenger-only ferry 
service could provide a 29 percent time savings 
compared to driving or taking transit across the 
SR 520 bridge.  This service would provide an 

alternative to driving in this congested corridor, 
and would also help mitigate the future con-
struction of a new SR 520 bridge.

Downtown Kirkland features a small waterfront 
park with a public marina and pier. A terminal 
float and gangway may need to be constructed 
to provide passenger-only ferry access, although 
there is potential that a small vessel could use 
the existing pier. The University of Washington 
has two potential sites for a passenger-only ferry 
terminal. The first is at or near the Waterfront 
Activities Center (WAC), directly behind Hus-
ky Stadium. The second is at Sacuma Point near 
the Oceanography Dock. Both locations feature 
existing waterfront infrastructure. Significant 
challenges exist at the WAC location due to 
competing future land uses in that location, 
such as transportation uses versus medical or 
sports center expansion, conflicting small craft 
uses in the area, as well as the ongoing light rail 
station construction.  Due to these challenges 
it would probably be at least four years before 
a permanent terminal could be sited with good 
landside access.
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These routes are probably not viable within the 
next decade, but have the potential to develop 
a viable market in the longer-term (ten+ years), 
particularly if land use actions are taken to 
increase the number of residences and/or jobs 
within a short distance of proposed terminal 
areas.  These routes would all require demon-
stration testing, substantially enhanced markets, 
improved landside connections, significant capi-
tal investment or operating subsidy, and/or land 
use and development changes.  Figure 9 shows 
the five long-term routes, and key operating 
characteristics assumed for each in this study.

Suquamish – Seattle
In the immediate and medium term, Suqua-
mish markets would be served by Kingston 
– Seattle service as well as the existing WSF 
Bainbridge – Seattle auto ferry. In the long-
term, direct service between Suquamish and Se-
attle could become viable. Although this study 
assumed a general docking location somewhere 
on Suquamish’s waterfront, planning for the 
redeveloped community pier precludes accom-

modation of future POF service at that site, 
and no other docking location has been identi-
fied. Furthermore, the Suquamish Tribe has not 
endorsed a passenger-only ferry route to Suqua-
mish. More analysis and coordination with the 
Suquamish Tribe would be necessary in order 
to evaluate potential sites, and the Tribe would 
need to endorse any future service and docking 
sites. 

Potential Future  
King County Routes
In addition to the Kirkland – University of 
Washington route (a King County route recom-
mended for medium-term implementation) in 
this study, four additional King County routes 
are recommended as candidates for further 
study of long-term viability.  They are:

Kenmore – University of Washington

Renton – Leschi

Des Moines - Seattle

Shilshole – Seattle

•

•

•

•

Figure 9	 Long-term Routes’ Operating Characteristics

Route
Route Length  

(nautical miles)

Schedule Frequency

Speed (knots)
Crossing Time 

(min.)Weekday Weekend

Suquamish - Seattle 15 All day: 2 hrs. All day: 2 hrs. 30 32

Kenmore - UW 8.3 Peak only: 90 min. No service 22 28

Renton - Leschi 7.1 Peak only: 90 min. No service 22 24

Des Moines - Seattle 16 Peak only: 45 min. No service 30 36

Shilshole - Seattle 8.5 Peak only: 90 min. No service 30 28

Long-term: Routes That May Become  
Viable in the Future
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All of these routes were previously identified by 
King County as potential POF demonstration 
routes but have not yet undergone intensive 
market or feasibility analysis. According to the 
analysis performed in this study, none of these 
routes would be viable in the immediate- or 
medium-term, primarily due to low estimated 
future daily ridership.  A number of factors 
combined to produce low ridership estimates 
on the Lake Washington routes, including lack 
of existing landside transportation connections 
to potential terminals, lack of density in ter-
minal locations, and competing transportation 
alternatives that offer competitive travel times. 
On the Seattle side, many available terminal lo-
cations have poor road and transit access to the 
Center City and other key Urban Villages. 

However, this does not mean the routes could 
not become viable in the longer term, and 
they, along with other potential King County 
demonstration routes, should undergo further 
analysis as part of the next planning phase of 
the King County Ferry District. In particular, 
KCFD should undertake route-level analysis to 
determine demand, examine private partner-
ship opportunities in relation to each potential 
route, and develop patronage estimates that are 
more sensitive to local markets.  KCFD should 
focus on developing conceptual transit feeder 
and distribution routes as an integral part of 
their system planning, and as planned, the 
County should roll out short-term demonstra-
tion service to test feasibility before implement-
ing permanent service.
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These seasonal routes would primarily serve 
tourist and recreation markets and are not in-
tegrated into the phasing strategy because they 
most likely require a private for profit operator 
to deliver service.  Both routes, however, do 
appear to have an existing market and could 
likely be feasible in the short to medium term, 
depending on the interest of potential private 
operators and other entities that might choose 
to subsidize the service (i.e. businesses, develop-
ers, or government agencies).  

Figure 10 shows the two recreational routes, 
and key operating characteristics assumed for 
each in this study.

Port Townsend – Seattle
This route was in demonstration service over 
the winter holiday season of 2007/2008 where 
it temporarily replaced WSF’s auto service while 
the vessel underwent repairs.  During this pe-
riod, the route saw regular ridership and in the 
end, was deemed a successful trial by users and 
stakeholders.  This demonstration illustrated 
potential for seasonal operations.

Vancouver B.C. – Seattle
Although this route appears to have a viable 
market, its feasibility may be compromised by 
the sheer time and distance it would take for 
the vessel to complete the one-way trip, estimat-
ed to be about four hours, as well as the many 
competing landside routes (including Grey-
hound, Amtrak and personal auto).  However, 
the appeal of water travel compared to land-
based routes, as well as the ability to avoid the 
land border crossing, might serve to counteract 
these factors and draw a healthy ridership.

Figure 10	Medium-term Routes’ Operating Characteristics

Route
Route Length 

(nautical miles)

Schedule Frequency
Speed 

(knots)
Crossing 

Time (min.)Weekday Weekend

Port Townsend - Seattle 42.3
May-Sept: .
Friday only, 4 runs

May-Sept: .
4 runs per day

35 75

Vancouver B.C. - Seattle 129.8
May-Sept: .
Friday only, 4 runs

May-Sept: .
4 runs per day

35 225

Tourism and Recreation-focused Routes
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This section outlines key considerations for 
jurisdictions and agencies involved in the fund-
ing and implementation of passenger-only ferry 
service.  First, fleet and terminal facility imple-
mentation needs and coordination opportuni-
ties are discussed, focusing on how the region 
can coordinate in the area of capital planning. 
Second, four primary components of a success-
ful passenger-only ferry system are presented 
with attention to how these issues translate to 
the Puget Sound regional context.

Fleets and Facilities
It is likely that the regional passenger-only ferry 
system will evolve on an incremental basis, 
adding new operators and services over time.  
There is, however, opportunity for regional 
operators to realize financial savings and system 
benefits by sharing resources and coordinating 
capital planning.  This is particularly important 
as docks and terminals are developed and new 
vessels are designed and purchased.   To be suc-
cessful, passenger-only ferries will need to prove 
to be a cost effective service delivery mode; cost 
sharing, shared facilities and vessels and reuse of 
existing docks or terminals will reduce system 
development and maintenance costs.  This sec-
tion addresses opportunities for coordination 
to optimize cost-effectiveness and maximize 
interoperability.

Vessels
Puget Sound POF operators will require new 
vessels as they expand services and are required 
to replace aging vessels.  Beyond the benefit of 
meeting exacting service requirements for the 
specific operator, newer vessels are more fuel 
efficient, environmentally-friendly and typi-

cally have lower maintenance and preservation 
costs than existing ones.  Vessel standardization 
is an important fleet management practice that 
allows for economies of scale: for procurements, 
reducing operational and maintenance costs, 
and for vessel sharing opportunities, which 
could lead to a lower overall fleet requirement. 
In the Puget Sound region vessel sharing could 
be applied to:

Peak vs. off-peak hours:  A vessel used 
for peak period service on one route could 
make midday or evening trips on another.  
This synergy could also be applied to WSF, 
where passenger-only ferries could poten-
tially supplement late-night auto ferry runs 
or fill mid-day gaps to provide better levels 
of service to WSF riders while allowing the 
agency to maintain or reduce the number 
of sailings of largely-empty auto ferries.

Commuter vs. recreational routes - Vessels 
used Monday through Friday on commuter 
routes could shift over to a recreational 
route on the weekend.

Backup vessels.  Instead of each operator 
owning and maintaining a back-up fleet, 
one or two agencies could own the backup 
vessels for the whole fleet, leasing to other 
operators as necessary, thus decreasing over-
all system costs.  

Jurisdictions developing or designing new ter-
minals benefit since standard vessel types mini-
mize the challenges of accommodating multiple 
vessel types.  Finally, a standardized fleet allows 
a passenger to become familiar with the vessel 
characteristics and arrangements, a subtle but 
important service benefit.  While certain routes 
may require unique vessels, most regional routes 
could be served by one of two standard vessel 
classes.  The anticipated vessel classes are:

Class I: 149-passenger capacity:  A 149-
passenger vessel is in the “sweet spot” of 

•

•

•

•

Implementation Considerations
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operational cost effectiveness with regard 
to passenger capacity.  Above this thresh-
old, US Coast Guard regulations mandate 
additional safety, crewing and terminal 
requirements.  A 149-passenger, single-deck 
vessel will require a minimum of 2 crew to 
operate (master and one deckhand). Most 
149-passenger catamarans in operation to-
day are double-decked, requiring more crew 
and increased operating costs.  

 
Bow loading vessels allow rapid boarding and deboarding.
Source:  Art Anderson Associates

Class II: 80-passenger capacity:  An 80-
passenger vessel class will supplement the 
149-passenger class by providing a smaller, 
more cost-effective option for secondary 
markets, demonstration routes, and service 
during off-peak hours on some routes.  This 
vessel class should be designed to meet the 
same operational requirements as the 149-
passenger class (e.g. loading configuration, 
service speed)

It is recommended that both the 149 
and 80-passenger vessels should include 
a catamaran hull form, aluminum hulls, 
3,000/1,400 horsepower and 30-knot oper-
ating speed, bow- and side-loading capabil-
ity, ADA accessibility and a low-emission, 
low-wake design.

•

•

Terminals
Much like the case for vessel standardization, 
terminal standardization allows for familiarity 
by customers and employees, and creates econo-
mies of scale in procurement, construction, 
maintenance and operations.  A standard Puget 
Sound terminal design should be developed and 
implemented for all new terminals, similar to 
the strategy being employed by the Bay Area 
Water Emergency Transit Authority (WETA), 
with standardized floats for docking vessels. For 
Puget Sound operations, a 70’x100’ concrete 
float would provide berthing space and ADA 
pedestrian access for up to four vessels.  Such 
a float could provide two side-loading and two 
bow-loading berths.  

Existing floats or piers should be used in cases 
where there is functional existing pier infra-
structure that can be used with a minimal 
improvement.  Use of existing infrastructure 
lowers the bar for new terminal communities 
working to develop new POF services.

An example of a potential standardized float design
Source:  Art Anderson Associates
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Efficiency, accessibility and safety should be 
the chief concerns when dealing with passenger 
loading and unloading, with a goal to safely 
minimize turnaround time.  To meet this goal, 
bow-loading should be used wherever possible, 
and access walkways and gangways should be 
shallow (1/12 elevation change or less) and 
wide (at least 10’), allowing passengers to walk 
up to four abreast, significantly reducing the 
amount of time required to load and unload 
a vessel.  Whenever possible, POF terminals 
should include indoor, heated space with 
restrooms, food/beverage vendors and traveler 
information, ticketing machines or vendors and 
a secure, segregated area for paid passengers. In 
many cases, POF passenger facilities could be 
shared with Washington State Ferries, which 
already provides many of these elements at its 
terminals.  

Seattle Terminal Requirements—  
Piers 48 and 50  
Of the 17 routes evaluated in this portion of 
the study, eleven connect to downtown Seattle. 
Ideally, all POF routes serving Seattle—with 
perhaps the exception of privately operated 
tourist routes—would connect through Colman 
Dock, the main terminal for all existing WSF 
auto and passenger ferry service.  Consolidating 
ferry service operations at one location allows 
better intermodal connectivity, a simplified user 
experience, and enhanced user choice (i.e. if a 
passenger misses the POF boat to Bremerton, 
they could choose to board the WSF auto boat 
instead).  

Ridership estimates show that these eleven POF 
routes would carry a combined 9,000 daily 
riders to downtown Seattle in 2030.  With this 

many passengers and vessels at a single location, 
significant planning and design must be done to 
develop terminal facilities that can accommo-
date the anticipated level of traffic.  The current 
facility at Pier 50, which serves the Vashon-
Seattle POF at Colman Dock, provides only 
two side-loading passenger ferry berths, and is 
not sized or designed to handle the future loads 
anticipated in this study.

King County passenger-ferry plans call for 
replacement of the dock at Pier 50 with a new 
110’x40’ concrete float, which will not increase 
vessel or passenger capacity.  While these plans 
are adequate for the two King County Ferry 
District routes (Vashon and Elliott Bay) and 
probably the Kingston – Seattle service too, the 
single new float will not be sufficient to meet 
anticipated total future POF demand serv-
ing other Kitsap County destinations such as 
Bremerton or Southworth.  The area between 
Colman Dock to the north and Pier 48 to the 
south could likely handle the anticipated level 
of vessel traffic if it is well-planned and de-
signed.  Use of at least the northern part of Pier 
48 could provide sufficient space for a landside 
terminal.  Modification to the southern end of 
Colman Dock is also a possibility, although it 
would impact the pier’s existing vehicle lanes.  
Coordinated planning is needed between the 
City of Seattle, WSF, KCFD and any future 
POF operators serving downtown Seattle to 
determine a final design for an expanded POF 
terminal at Colman Dock, or a new POF hub 
facility in the vicinity.    Initial phases of dock 
construction should be designed to be expand-
able with a goal of accommodating peak period 
vessel loads for all immediate and medium term 
services identified in this plan.
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Components of a 
Successful POF System
Establishing a regional framework for POF 
requires agreement on what defines a success-
ful system.  The project team looked to systems 
in the Puget Sound, around North America, 
and abroad to determine the keys to a suc-
cessful POF system.  More importantly, local 
stakeholders were asked to discuss the most 
critical challenges and opportunities in the 
Puget Sound region.  The team identified four 
primary policy components of a successful POF 
system that create a framework for regional 
system development: 

Locally appropriate governance

Sustainable financing

Supportive land use, and 

Good transportation system integra-
tion.  

1.

2.

3.

4.

All these are critical to support the recommend-
ed passenger-only ferry system and operational 
strategy.

Locally Appropriate  
Service Delivery Model
POF service can be developed and delivered 
by the private sector or the public sector (e.g. 
counties, cities, state and transit agencies), or 
by numerous variations on public-private and 
public-public partnerships.  Each model has 
its merits and downfalls, and the option that is 
best for a specific passenger-only ferry service is 
highly dependent on the particulars of the mar-
ket, route, operating and political environment, 
as well as existing or upcoming opportunities 
for partnerships.  
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Private Operation.  Under this model, the pri-
vate operator has full control of service design 
and planning, operations and maintenance, and 
fares.  A local example is the Victoria Clipper 
serving Seattle and Victoria.  While this model 
is often the most cost-effective approach and 
presents little to no risk to public finances, fares 
may be set at a premium, there is no public 
oversight to route and service planning, and 
assets such as public docks, terminals and con-
necting landside transportation services may 
not be utilized.  

A variation on this model is private operation 
with public subsidy, a model used by the New 
York Water Taxi, where the private operator 
uses terminals leased from the City.  New York 
Water Taxi also works creatively with develop-
ers who provide dock space and a guaranteed 

Key Findings – POF Governance
Key study findings on POF governance 
include:

Partnerships will be integral to POF 
success.  Public-private partnerships 
help avoid complicated labor issues, take 
advantage of existing industry expertise 
and private capital, utilize existing public 
assets (i.e. transit service, docks and ter-
minals) and leverage grant opportunities, 
all while maintaining public oversight 
and control. 

Start with small scale business plans 
where feasible.  Port districts, cities, 
counties and transit agencies should look 
to the Port of Kingston’s approach as a 
model to pilot identified POF routes.

•

•

Governance models must consider the 
ability to generate operating funds.  
While various grant programs exist to fund 
capital costs, it is much more difficult to 
generate ongoing operations revenues, 
since fares typically cover only a portion of 
operating costs.

Regional oversight (PSRC’s role) is 
important.  PSRC can help shape regional 
system development, ensure balanced 
regional investment, supportive land use 
policies, and landside integration.

The role of Washington State Ferries 
should be reconsidered.  The state’s role 
needs clarification in WSF’s Long-Range 
Plan.  State support in the form of resource 
sharing and capital may meet state, regional 
and local objectives.

•

•

•

number of riders in exchange for passenger-only 
ferry service to the development.

Public-Private Partnerships.  Under this 
common scenario, a public agency and private 
operator work together jointly to plan, deliver 
and manage service.  Examples of this model 
include the Vallejo BayLink ferry in the Bay 
Area, Vancouver SeaBus, and the Kitsap Tran-
sit Foot Ferry.  Here, the public entity has full 
responsibility for service planning, fares and 
operating costs while the private entity provides 
daily operations and frequently, maintenance 
services.  This model is frequently cited as a 
strongly beneficial approach due to the sharing 
of risk and reward, relatively flexible service, 
capitalization of the private entity’s maritime 
expertise, and ability to maintain strong public 
oversight.
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Public Operation.  Under this model, the 
public operator has full control of service design 
and planning, operations, maintenance and 
fares.  The operator may be a single agency (e.g. 
Sydney Ferry Corporation), or may be a part-
nership between two or more public agencies 
(Bay Area Water Emergency Transit Authority), 
leveraging an array of public resources and as-
sets to deliver integrated service.  

New York Water Taxi    Source:  Creative commons
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Sustainable Financing
Funding for passenger-only ferries can be 
generated through a variety of sources includ-
ing fares, federal grants, local taxes, bridge tolls, 
private funding via partnerships, concessions, 
charters, advertising, and even philanthropic 
grants.  Creative approaches can be found 
among peer systems, such as the Bay Area’s use 

of bridge tolls and federal and state emergency 
evacuation grants to fund operations and capi-
tal, and Casco Bay Lines’ (Portland, Maine) use 
of tourist charters and advertising, which gener-
ates a full 24 percent of its revenue.

Regional governance and operation of POF in 
the Puget Sound region is likely to remain di-
vided among a number of agencies and organi-

Key Findings – POF Financing
Key study findings on POF financing include:

Countywide ferry districts, such as that 
recently formed in King County, will play a 
key role in funding POF operations, capital 
facilities, and supporting landside transpor-
tation, but counties need refinements to 
taxing authorities to allow them to success-
fully generate local operating funds.

Most routes will require public subsidy.  
While fare revenues may support a por-
tion of operations, only routes that operate 
high-demand connections and are limited 
to peak period service, or privately operated 
tourist routes with premium fares, have the 
potential to recover a significant percent-
age of operating cost through fares.  The 
remaining portion of operating expenses, 
capital and preservation costs will require 
other funding sources.

Tourist markets provide opportunity for 
revenue generation.  Providers may be able 
to offset operational costs with the flexible 
use of vessels for tours and events.

Partnerships with private developers 
can leverage funding.  Partnerships with 
private developers interested in building 
in ferry-terminal communities provide an 
innovative mechanism to fund capital proj-
ects, guarantee fare revenues, and/or build 
new markets. 

•

•

•

•

POF should be considered in the con-
text of tolling and congestion pricing. In 
discussions around regional tolling, deci-
sion-makers should consider the possibility 
of using future toll revenue to fund passen-
ger-only ferry service.

Existing ferry funding mechanisms have 
key shortfalls. The use of Public Transpor-
tation Benefit Areas (PTBAs) to generate 
ferry funding can be problematic since 
PTBA boundaries don’t necessarily align 
with POF beneficiaries.  County-wide ferry 
districts create a challenge in getting public 
acceptance if the district isn’t perceived to 
provide benefits to all the county’s constitu-
ents.

Port Districts are uniquely positioned 
to participate in or solely govern POF 
operations, although in most cases this will 
be for a single or very limited number of 
routes. 

The State can help support POF.  While 
WSF is not currently authorized to operate 
POF service, many of the state’s existing 
ferry docks and terminals could be used by 
local POF operators, thus reducing the cost 
of POF service. These joint use opportuni-
ties should be pursued.

POF roles should be used as revenue op-
portunities, such as disaster planning and 
emergency management, or transportation 
mitigation in the cases of the Alaskan Way 
Viaduct and SR 520 bridge replacement 
projects.

•

•

•

•

•
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zations for the foreseeable future; as such it will 
be difficult to develop a consolidated regional 
funding strategy.  Each operating agency will 
rely on a unique combination of sources to 
fund POF operations and support capital needs.  
That said, regional agencies should continue to 
work together to share costs and leverage new 
sources through partnerships and demonstra-
tion of effective service integration.

Supportive Land Use
The provision of dense, mixed-use developments 
surrounding ferry terminals is an effective way 

Hingham TOD project leveraged $7 million in 
federal money for dock development
Source:  Nelson\Nygaard

Supportive Land Use Recommendations
To ensure supportive land use, it is recommend-
ed that the region and local jurisdictions:

Develop supportive land use and zon-
ing policies that match the local context 
(e.g. urban, suburban or rural) and enable 
application of WTOD concepts of compact 
mixed-use development to appropriate ur-
ban and suburban ferry terminal locations.

Design around the pedestrian first.  
Maximize pedestrian safety, accessibility 

•

•

and comfort, and focus development from 
a pedestrian perspective.

Develop a mix of land uses near termi-
nals.  Provide a mix of complementary land 
uses and spaces appropriate to the setting 
(urban, suburban or rural).

Use the terminal as a focal point for 
concentrated development.  Public and 
private interest in waterfront development 
is an opportunity to site terminals, plan 
for future POF service, and create inviting 
and walkable public spaces in waterfront 
districts.

•

•

to build ridership and increase accessibility to 
passenger-only ferry services. Transit-oriented 
development (TOD) is defined as compact de-
velopment within easy walking distance of transit 
stations.  TOD contains a mix of uses, such as 
housing, jobs, shopping, restaurants and enter-
tainment.  TOD can be an effective land develop-
ment approach to support the use of transit, as 
well as non-motorized modes of travel.  TOD can 
be applied to ferry terminals with equally positive 
results.   This is illustrated by the Bay Area’s Water 
Transit-Oriented Development (WTOD) Pro-
gram and the Hingham TOD project in the Bos-
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ton region, which leveraged $7 million in federal 
funds for development around a Massachusetts 
Bay Transit Authority ferry dock.  PSRC could 
play an important role in supporting smaller cities 
by developing a set of supportive transportation 
connectivity and land use development guidelines 
and policies that could be considered by terminal 
area communities.  

Transportation  
System Integration
The world’s most successful POF services share 
a few common characteristics – they typically 
serve dense walkable areas and provide excellent 
connections to numerous other landside pub-
lic and private transit modes.  The success of 
new routes in the Puget Sound region will rely 
on careful terminal siting that allows walk and 
bike access to a mix of land uses, connections 
to transit routes and access to kiss-and-ride and 
park-and-ride facilities.  

Access Hierarchy for POF Terminals

Keys to System Integration
To create excellent system integration, the 
region should:

Encourage non-SOV access to terminals 
by maximizing available transit, bicycle 
and walking opportunities and creating a 
continuous, connective pedestrian network 
surrounding the terminal area.

Build from the pedestrian’s perspective, 
creating an environment pleasant for walk-
ing.  This entails siting a mix of uses, with 
buildings pushed up to the sidewalk and 
locating parking either on the street, behind 
buildings, or in a nearby garage. 

Maximize pedestrian safety, accessibility 
and comfort and the availability and clarity 
of passenger information. 

•

•

•

Provide comprehensive, frequent and di-
rect supportive transit service, with stops 
located closely and conveniently to termi-
nals, and transit service scheduled to enable 
easy passenger connections to arriving and 
departing ferries.

Minimize scheduling and physical con-
flicts between modes, allowing seamless 
and convenient transfer between ferries and 
transit.

Manage parking demand strategically, 
such as with time-limiting and/or requiring 
payment for street parking to reduce park-
ing demand. When parking is deemed es-
sential, provide parking in nearby park-and-
ride lots with connecting transit service, 
or in lots or garages within easy walking 
distance of the terminal.

•

•

•

Closest to Dock
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Good terminal design minimizes the walking 
distance from where the vessel unloads to other 
transportation connections.  Terminals should 
be designed so that public transportation, walk-
ing and bicycling facilities are the closest to the 
terminal, with private single-occupant vehicle 
parking the furthest away. 

Access pathways should be smooth, wide and 
well-lit, and should meet ADA requirements.  
Signalized crosswalks should be provided for 
nearby roads.  Shelters should be provided for 

The Bremerton Transportation Center is a model for transit and ferry system integration.
Source: Nelson\Nygaard

nearby bus stops and bus service should be 
coordinated with the ferry schedule.  The ter-
minal should provide regularly updated traveler 
information, including schedules for both the 
ferry and landside transportation.  Signage and 
wayfinding should be clear.  For locations where 
on- or near-site parking is unavailable, shuttles 
to nearby park-and-rides should be provided if 
public transit does not provide adequate con-
nections.  
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This plan represents a first step in moving the 
region toward the development of a successful 
and sustainable passenger-only ferry system.  
The Puget Sound Regional Council, water-
front communities, counties and the state will 
need to work together to move the regional 
passenger-only ferry strategy forward, and to 
create a world-class network of passenger-only 
ferries that fulfills regional and local mobility, 
economic, social and environmental goals.  In 
some cases this will require state and local poli-
cies in support of POF to be revised and recon-
sidered.  It is possible that the most effective 
financing and governance solutions have not yet 
been explored and the POF vessel of the future 
is not yet imagined.   However, many of the key 
building blocks are already in place to move the 
region forward toward a future where passen-
ger-only ferries not only serve more passengers 
and communities, but also play a key role in 
land use development and growth manage-
ment.  This section outlines expanded roles that 
existing and potential stakeholders can play in 
advancing passenger-only ferry systems in the 
Puget Sound region.  

The table (Figure 12) summarizes key action 
steps and the most probable lead agency or 
organization.  More detailed descriptions of ac-
tions needed to implement the regional passen-
ger-only ferry strategy follow.

Puget Sound  
Regional Council
The Puget Sound Regional Council, the region’s 
metropolitan planning organization, sets 
regional planning policies in the areas of trans-
portation, economic development, and growth 

management, and distributes transportation 
funds via the Regional Transportation Improve-
ment Program (TIP), under which POF is 
eligible.  PSRC can play a stronger, expanded 
role in advancing POF systems in the following 
areas: 

Transportation 2040 (the region’s new trans-
portation plan).  The region’s new plan should 
include the routes identified in the Regional 
POF Strategy, with an emphasis on the Im-
mediate- and Medium-Term routes.  The Plan 
should also incorporate the recommended 
landside transportation connections included in 
Task 9 of this study for supporting POF service 
in specific locations.  In addition, Transporta-
tion 2040 should incorporate land use guide-
lines for ferry terminal areas, and a discussion 
of promising funding sources for potential 
future regional POF services.  As more specific 
POF projects are identified by project sponsors, 
PSRC has the authority to provide funding 
through the regional TIP.

Research and Surveys.  Good planning stems 
from good data, and PSRC could enable im-
proved ferry planning by conducting continued 
research into existing and future ferry markets, 
user preferences, potential customer reactions to 
various fare structures, and overall research into 
and testing of a variety of ferry service concepts. 
By partnering with King County Ferry District 
and WSF on research, PSRC could bring a 
valuable regional perspective to POF evalua-
tion.

Design Guidelines for Terminal Areas.  PSRC 
could work with county and local partners to 
develop and adopt guidelines for water transit-

Regional Roles and Action Steps



E
xecutive S

um
m

ary

Page 33 

Figure 12	Summary of  Regional Roles and Action Steps

Stakeholder Action Step Potential Partners

Puget Sound 
Regional 
Council

Include POF Strategy with new routes in Transportation 2040 Plan
Conduct ongoing data collection and analysis for service planning 
using market research and surveys

King County Ferry District 
and WSF

Develop regional Water Transit Oriented Development (WTOD) 
strategices, including local guidelines for developing mixed-use, 
pedestrian-oriented terminal areas

County, local jurisdictions 
and private developers

Develop coordinated regional POF service design and performance 
standards

All stakeholders

Coordinate with transit 
providers to improve service 
and facilities to support POF

Support capital planning by POF providers in securing funds and 
coordinating investments

State, county and local 
jurisdictions

Create and staff Regional Ferry Coordinating Forum All stakeholders
Develop new and innovative regional funding sources

Transit Agencies

Coordinate facility planning for new passenger-only ferry services, 
including park-and-ride lots and intermodal centers

POF providers, PSRC, WSF

Coordinate service planning and scheduling to provide frequent and 
direct landside transit connections

POF providers, PSRC, WSF

Work toward fare integration/reciprocity with ferries POF providers, WSF

Cities and 
Counties

Adjust zoning and land use codes to support ferry terminals and 
leverage investment in waterfront development

Private developers

Develop good pedestrian and bicycle connections to terminal area User groups
Develop strategic Seattle Hub Terminal and other new ferry 
terminal sites

State and regional ferry 
providers

Manage parking at terminal sites strategically through pricing and 
time limits

Private sector

Port Districts
Use funding authority to initiate new and/or pilot POF services

Cities, counties, transit 
agencies

Share physical assets to reduce cost burden of POF start-ups Cities and counties

Washington 
State Ferries 
(WSF)

Share existing WSF assets (docks, terminals, etc.) where possible to 
reduce cost burden of POF start-ups

POF providers

Develop strategic Seattle Hub Terminal accommodating auto and 
foot ferries

City of Seattle, King County 
Ferry District, other regional 
ferry operators

Evaluate role of POF in off-peak service provision POF providers
Washington 
State Legislature/ 
Joint 
Transportation 
Committee

Allow toll revenues to support transit services, including ferries
WSDOT, Transportation 
Commission

Review current funding mechanisms and requirements for POF 
(PTBA, County District, etc) and consider revisions that reflect 
beneficiaries

Counties, POF providers, 
Transit Agencies
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oriented development, and developing termi-
nals in urban, suburban and rural settings.

Development of Coordinated Service Stan-
dards. PSRC could work with stakeholders to 
ensure that all existing and future POF service 
meets minimum quality of service levels. In 
addition to working with POF service pro-
viders to determine what appropriate service 
standards might be, the region could develop 
performance measures to evaluate whether ju-
risdictions would meet minimum requirements 
for POF service, such as ridership and access.  
This could apply in particular to POF services 
that would receive competitive federal, state or 
regional funds, to ensure transportation dol-
lars are distributed to the most productive and 
regionally significant services. 

Capital Planning.  Through targeted research 
into other systems’ capital programs and trends 
in ferry system technology, PSRC could develop 
important cost data, best practices, and other 
resources to assist potential future POF provid-
ers to craft credible capital plans.  PSRC could 
work with jurisdictions to seek Federal appro-
priations to support POF.  For example, $50 
million would provide capital funding for all 
the Immediate-term routes.

Enhanced Regional Coordination.  PSRC 
could foster enhanced regional coordination 
by forming a new Regional Ferry Coordinating 
Forum comprised of agencies and interested 
parties from the region and state, which could 
generate and adopt ideas for service planning, 
terminal area design guidelines, vessel and 
terminal design standards and regional funding 
sources.  In particular, this collaborative body 
could generate ideas for modifying existing 

funding mechanisms so that they work even 
better for existing and future providers and 
work together to lobby the legislature on behalf 
of these changes 

Evaluation and Development of New Region-
al Funding Sources.  PSRC could take a lead 
role in identifying and advocating new regional 
funding sources for passenger-only ferry service 
and facilities, such as bridge or highway tolls, 
emergency mitigation and disaster management 
funds, or transportation mitigation funding.  

Transit Agencies 
Whether or not transit agencies actually provide 
passenger-only ferry service themselves, they 
can take steps to ensure the success of existing 
and future POF services.  Transit agencies can 
play a stronger, expanded role in advancing 
POF systems in the following ways:

Facility Planning.  When developing capital in-
vestment plans, transit agencies should consider 
existing and planned POF service, and ensure 
adequate park-and-ride capacity exists, with good 
shuttle connections to terminals.

Service Planning and Schedule Coordination.  
Transit agencies should ensure good transit con-
nections to ferry terminals with service levels 
that are well-matched to the market (e.g. peak-
period service for commuter markets and all day 
connections for broader markets).  Transit and 
POF providers should partner to actively de-
velop park-and-ride shuttle and local distribution 
routes. Transit agencies and ferry service providers 
should also work together to ensure transit-ferry 
schedule coordination.   This is especially vital 
when headways are 30 minutes or longer and 
a missed connection due to poorly coordinated 
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Smart waterfront development is a key way for cities to 
support POF service

Source:  City of Hercules, CA – Waterfront Master Plan

schedules could result in long waits, loss of time 
saving advantage and, consequently, loss of both 
potential transit and ferry riders.  

Fare Integration.  Fare integration between 
transit and ferry systems is very important and 
can help capture a greater rider base. Passenger-
only ferry and transit service providers should 
work together to offer transferable fares.   This 
will require significant up front coordination to 
overcome challenges related to fare collection, fare 
differentials between systems, method of revenue 
distribution and funding, and development of 
enabling technology.

Cities and Counties
There are many steps cities and counties can 
take to ensure the success of existing and future 
passenger-only ferry services, especially in the 
arena of land use planning.  Local jurisdictions 
can support the advancement of the regional 
POF strategy through:

Land Use and Zoning.  The provision of sup-
portive land uses surrounding ferry terminals is 
perhaps the most effective way to ensure high 
levels of ridership and increase accessibility to 
POF services; land use planning falls squarely 
in the court of cities and counties.  Waterfront 
development is an opportunity to site terminals 
and plan for future POF service, create invit-
ing and walkable public spaces and work with 
private developers in partnership to create new 
ferry riders.  Cities and counties should ensure 
land use plans and zoning codes are fully sup-
portive of existing and future POF service.

Multi-Modal Service Integration. The suc-
cess of passenger-only ferry service is highly 
dependent on the quality of service integration 

with landside transportation networks.  Cities 
and counties can assist by inventorying existing 
conditions on the landside bicycle, roadway, 
pedestrian and transit networks surrounding ex-
isting and planned POF terminals—including 
parking supply—noting deficiencies and needs, 
and then working to ensure seamless integration 
of modes and improved connections to ferry 
services.

Strategic Siting of POF Terminals.  One of 
the biggest challenges in planning POF service 
is finding a terminal location that will allow 
people to walk, bike, or take transit to the boat, 
minimizing the need to drive. When assess-
ing potential terminal locations, allowed and 
proposed land uses should be reviewed, favoring 
sites that have or allow a mix of uses and denser 
residential development. In particular, the City 
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of Seattle and King County should partner with 
the State and other regional ferry operators 
to develop a Seattle Hub terminal to accom-
modate future demand. Interest in community 
development and renewal in ferry communities 
should be capitalized upon to help capture lo-
cal, regional, state and federal grants to rehabili-
tate or build new terminals.

Appropriate Management of Parking Sup-
ply Near Terminals. The need for parking at 
or near the terminal will vary by location and 
depend on land use and densities, as well as 
the values important to a particular commu-
nity. While terminals located in urban centers 
with good transit connections can probably get 
away with zero parking at the terminal, these 
locations may need limited parking nearby in 
structures or lots.  In more suburban or rural 
locations terminals will need to be supported 
with park-and-rides at a minimum, and poten-
tially parking near or at the terminal as well.

Port Districts
The Washington State Legislature has granted 
Ports Districts the authority to operate POF 
service, and the Port of Kingston has developed 
a business plan for providing Kingston – Seattle 
service.  The Port has received federal start-up 
funds and is moving ahead towards imple-
mentation.  Other Ports within potential POF 
markets could similarly consider operation of 
service and work with cities, counties and tran-
sit agencies to develop POF business plans.

State/ 
Washington State Ferries
While the State has been legislatively mandated 
to exit the passenger-only ferry business as a ser-
vice provider, there are steps the state could take 
to support regional passenger-only ferry service 
and at the same time advance their own system 
objectives. These steps include:

Partnering with POF Providers to Share 
Existing WSF Assets.  Terminals and vessels are 
costly capital investments.  The state can sup-
port the regional passenger-only ferry strategy 
by offering shared use of their terminals and 
vessels where and when it makes sense.

Develop a Downtown Seattle Hub Terminal 
Supportive of POF Service.  While it is still 
unclear when redevelopment of Colman Dock 
will occur or where the funding will come from, 
stakeholders agree the facility is in need of 
eventual refurbishment to support WSF services 
as well as passenger-only ferry service.  The state 
should partner with the City of Seattle, the 
King County Ferry District and other regional 
ferry operators to develop a downtown Seattle 
terminal that accommodates future demand for 
both auto and foot ferries.

Ensure Toll Revenues Will Support Transit 
(Including POF Service). Similar to the Bay 
Area, this region should consider POF service 
in the context of regional tolling and congestion 
pricing.   As policies for raising and spending 
toll revenues are set in place, the state should 
ensure that passenger-only ferry services, along 
with land-based transit services, are eligible to 
receive toll revenues in affected corridors or 
proportionate to need under a system-wide toll-
ing approach.
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The ferry system in the Central Puget Sound 
Region is currently at a critical juncture in its 
historic evolution. The context within which the 
existing ferry system operates is rapidly changing, 
due to factors such as:

Historically high fuel prices, 

The recent loss of critical public funding to 
support the ferry system (due to elimina-
tion of the state motor vehicle excise tax), 

Forecasts of continued growth in demand 
on Washington State Ferries’ (WSF’s) exist-
ing auto ferry system and existing foot ferry 
services, 

Forecasts of significant future population 
and employment growth, 

Congested roadways and residents demand-
ing better travel choices,

The state’s departure from the passenger-
only ferry (POF) business, and 

The creation of new local funding options 
by the 2006 Legislature.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

In the spring of 2006 the Puget Sound Regional 
Council’s (PSRC’s) Transportation Policy Board 
asked for an evaluation of the current status of 
POF service in the Central Puget Sound Region 
and the development of a regional framework to 
guide decisions on passenger ferry system invest-
ments. 

Over the past year, the PSRC has been working 
in close consultation with staff from Washington 
State Ferries, local and regional transit agencies, 
Ports, local jurisdictions, representatives from 
existing and potential future ferry communities 
and the Legislature’s Joint Transportation Com-
mittee to study this issue and develop a regional 
plan for coordinated POF service.  The work ef-
fort has included a thorough literature review, a 
market analysis, ridership estimation and demand 
modeling, peer systems evaluation, evaluation of 
future POF routes, and landside integration. This 
report builds on previous tasks and presents the 
study’s technical findings in support of a regional 
POF strategy.

Chapter 1.	 Introduction
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The route evaluation process consisted of three 
steps – (1) market analysis and route identifica-
tion, (2) ridership estimation and demand model-
ing, and (3) more detailed route evaluation based 
upon a set of adopted criteria. The analysis relied 
upon input from the Project Advisory Committee, 
local planning officials and staff, transit agency 
staff, and ferry system operators.  The evaluation 
also considered policy guidance contained in 
adopted local and regional plans.

Route Identification
Thirty-three routes were identified and analyzed to 
varying degrees in this process.  They included:

All existing passenger-only ferry (POF) 
routes

All of the POF routes that had been studied 
previously in other planning processes,

Potentially promising routes identified by 
the Project Advisory Committee (PAC) 
guiding this study,

Routes identified by community members, 
and;

Routes that, in this study’s market analysis 
work, appeared promising based on re-
gional population and employment growth 
and documented travel patterns.�

The identified potential POF routes primarily 
connect locations between or within the four 
counties represented by the PSRC, but several 
routes were analyzed in areas outside the PSRC 
region where ferry trips cross from outside to in-
side the PSRC region. The PAC also advised the 
project team on what they thought appropriate 

�	  See the Task 5 report from this study Market Analysis and 
Demand Modeling (December 2007), located online at http://www.psrc.
org/projects/ferry/Task5-MarketAnalysis_121107.pdf

•

•

•

•

•

service assumptions and frequencies should be 
for the various routes.  These service assumptions 
were used in the first round of demand modeling, 
and were adjusted based on PAC and project team 
input, as well research conducted on POF peer 
systems currently in service.

Ridership Estimation and 
Demand Modeling 
Overview
The thirty-three original routes were analyzed us-
ing PSRC’s regional multimodal travel demand 
model to arrive at the first round of ridership 
estimates.  This was done regardless of the fact 
that some routes drew from the same markets.  A 
key strength of the model is its ability to replicate 
the general travel behavior found in the Puget 
Sound region. The model development uses data 
obtained from household travel surveys, providing 
a statistically sound modeling suite that does well 
in replicating observed behavior. 

The key data inputs and assumptions in the PSRC 
model include:

Demographic and Economic Data: 
Future year estimates of households and 
employment are prepared by PSRC using 
a regional forecasting model and a land use 
model. The land use data is reviewed by lo-
cal jurisdictions to insure consistency with 
local comprehensive plans.

Transportation Infrastructure: The PSRC 
regional travel demand model requires 
inputs that reflect the existing and future 
transportation infrastructure. This includes 
descriptions of roads and non-motorized 
facilities, transit routes (bus, rail, and ferry) 
and service assumptions, and park and ride 
lots, with assumed capacities.

•

•

Chapter 2.	R oute Evaluation Process 
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Figure 2-1	 All Passenger-Only Ferry Routes Evaluated
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Transportation Costs: A key input/as-
sumption to the PSRC model is the cost 
associated with travel, including parking 
charges, transit fare, ferry tariffs and tolls.

The project team then analyzed the results, revised 
some of the service assumptions, and removed 
competing service within the same market to 
gauge the impact (i.e. removing one of two com-
peting routes, or combining similar routes).  A 
second model run was then completed.  

Post-Modeling Adjustments

Recreational and Tourist Demand
A weakness in the regional model is its inability 
to predict recreational or tourist trip making (a 
common weakness in many regional models). 
To address this problem, a formula was applied 
to adjust the ridership estimates on the routes 
with the greatest potential for this type of travel.  
Adjustment factors were used to account for peak 
season and off season tourism and to account 
for the appeal of traveling by boat; the average 
weekday demand estimate from the PSRC model 
was multiplied by an average summer factor of 
1.30 and an average winter factor of 1.09.  These 
adjustments are based on tourist generation rates 
as they relate to the various micro level land uses 
at each termini of the ferry route.  It is important 
to recognize that a commuter-oriented route will 
not vary much from the average.  A route more 
influence by seasonality and tourism will have a 
wider variation from the average in the summer 
and winter.  Additionally, since these adjustments 
were applied to the model outputs, low ridership 
routes that had a higher level of tourist and rec-
reational travel appeal did not see large increases 
in estimated ridership.

• Service Frequencies
After the last round of modeling and adjustments 
for tourism and recreational travel were made, the 
project team again adjusted the service frequencies 
and assumed speeds on several routes, developing 
final ridership estimates based on increased or 
decreased frequencies.  These adjustments were 
made based on commonly accepted industry 
standards and observed impact of service changes 
on ridership.�  

Reallocation of Ridership from 
Competing Cross-Sound Routes
Two routes were modeled in this effort even 
though they are commonly known to share 
markets with other proposed routes – Port Or-
chard to Seattle and Suquamish to Seattle.  The 
proposed Port Orchard – Seattle route competes 
directly with the proposed Bremerton – Seattle 
and Southworth/Manchester – Seattle routes, and 
the Suquamish – Seattle route competes with the 
proposed Kingston – Seattle route as well as exist-
ing WSF auto ferry service between Bainbridge 
and Seattle.  

Although Port Orchard – Seattle and Suquamish 
– Seattle are routes that modeled well from a 
ridership standpoint and could very well become 
viable routes in the future, in order to realize 
operational and cost efficiencies, this plan rec-
ommends implementing the Bremerton-Seattle, 
Southworth/Manchester – Seattle and Kingston 

�	  Post-modeling adjustments to service assumptions and 
ridership were adjusted based on an elasticity of 0.07.  In short, every 
1% increase/decrease in service was assumed to correspond with a 
0.7 increase/decrease in ridership.  This is based on transit service 
in suburban markets with relatively inelastic demand (i.e. not many 
other travel options are in place).  See Transit Cooperative Research 
Program’s report #95, Traveler Response to Transportation System 
Changes-Chapter 9, Transit Scheduling and Frequency (2004) for 
more information.
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– Seattle routes as order of first priority, and then 
in the medium- or long-term, if demand warrants, 
implementing direct service to Seattle from Port 
Orchard and Suquamish.

However, the demand forecasting exercise estimat-
ed 2030 ridership on all the routes simultaneously, 
and did not account for the nuances of a phased 
approach. Therefore, ridership on the Suquamish 
and Port Orchard - Seattle routes was allocated to 
the “Immediate-Term” Bremerton, Southworth/
Manchester and Kingston routes.  If direct service 
to Seattle were implemented from Suquamish and 
Port Orchard, riders would be partially drawn 
from the Bremerton, Southworth/Manchester, 
Kingston, and WSF Bainbridge-Seattle service.

After post-modeling adjustments were made, the 
final estimates for average daily riders were ob-
tained, and these are the numbers that were used 
for operations and service planning (see Chapter 
3, Service and Operations Plans). 

Final Filter
Based on a comprehensive review of other POF 
systems around the nation and world and their 
ridership numbers�, a threshold for minimum 
ridership was established to pare down the initial 
list of 33 routes.  Any route that showed esti-
mated ridership of 200 riders per day or below 
was deemed infeasible and removed from the next 
round of modeling.  However, several routes that 
had ridership below this threshold were retained 
because they have been identified as possible pilot 
runs by the King County Ferry District.  

After routes with less than 200 daily riders were 
filtered out, the following routes remained:

�	  See the Task 5 report from this study Market Analysis and 
Demand Modeling (December 2007), located online at http://www.psrc.
org/projects/ferry/Task5-MarketAnalysis_121107.pdf

West Seattle – Downtown Seattle

Vashon Island – Seattle 

Port Orchard – Bremerton

Annapolis - Bremerton

Bremerton – Seattle

Southworth/Manchester Beach – Seattle

Kingston – Seattle

Bainbridge – Des Moines

Suquamish - Seattle

Port Orchard – Seattle

Kirkland – University of Washington

Kenmore – University of Washington

Renton – Leschi

Des Moines – Seattle

Shilshole — Seattle 

Port Townsend – Seattle

Vancouver, B.C. – Seattle 

It is important to note that the Vancouver B.C. 
– Seattle and Port Townsend – Seattle routes were 
not modeled since in each case at least one termi-
nus was outside the Puget Sound region, making it 
impossible to evaluate these routes in the regional 
travel demand model.  Ridership estimates were 
produced off model for these routes.  The Vancou-
ver B.C. – Seattle route was assumed to have 500 
riders per day.  This is based on the fact that the 
Victoria Clipper carries roughly 2,000 passengers 
per day.  Because the Seattle to Vancouver run 
would take significantly more time, and because 
ample alternate travel modes exist that are more 
time-competitive (auto, Greyhound, Amtrak), 
ridership on this route was assumed to be 25 per-
cent of the observed Victoria-Seattle ridership.  

For the Port Townsend to Seattle route, the techni-
cal team examined known trip-making patterns 
between Port Townsend and Jefferson County 
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and the greater Seattle area.  Using the WSF 2006 
Origin and Destination survey results, it was 
also determined what portion of existing WSF 
Bainbridge-Seattle, Keystone-Port Townsend, and 
Kingston-Edmonds auto ferry users were travel-
ing to or from Jefferson County and the greater 
Seattle area. Layering this data with observed 
ridership on the short-term season POF between 
Port Townsend and Seattle that operated during 
the 2007/2008 holiday season and accounting for 
higher peak-season use, the team estimated 600 
daily riders for the purpose of this analysis.  The 
Port Townsend to Seattle service is assumed to 
operate only during peak season (May – Sept).

Additionally, the West Seattle – Downtown Seattle 
(i.e. Elliott Bay Water Taxi); Kitsap Transit Foot 
Ferry between Bremerton, Annapolis and Port 
Orchard; and the Vashon – Downtown Seattle 
routes are already in service.  They were included 
in the travel demand model and retained for 
evaluation to both gauge their interrelationship 
with other proposed POF routes and to analyze 
whether service changes to those routes might be 
proposed as part of this study.  All three of these 
existing routes are included in the phasing strat-
egy and service plans, as this study recommends 
increasing service on those routes.

Detailed Route Evaluation
Ridership estimates are only one factor affecting 
the viability of future POF service. A broad range 
of other factors will affect how well future POF 
routes perform.  To assess these factors a route 
evaluation framework was developed in concert 
with the Project Advisory Committee.  The re-
maining 17 routes were analyzed against these 
criteria. The evaluation factors were as follows:

Demand – This set of criteria looked not only at 
what the estimated daily ridership was, but also 
the potential for tourist and recreational use and 
off-peak use (i.e. to access shopping or healthcare 
services).

Modal Advantage - This evaluation factor as-
sessed whether or not other viable transportation 
modes (e.g. transit, highways, auto ferries) were 
available as an alternative, and what degree of time 
savings could be realized on POF compared to the 
next best available mode.

Land Use – This criterion evaluated both existing 
and planned land use and development densities 
in both the immediate terminal area, as well as 
the greater area surrounding the terminal.  In this 
category the viability of terminal siting was also 
analyzed. 

Operations & System Integration – In this cat-
egory, the following factors were assessed:

Navigability of the waterways

Adequacy of connecting transit service

Quality of bicycle and pedestrian connec-
tions and facilities

Availability of terminal area parking

The terminal communities perceived vul-
nerability to traffic impacts

•

•

•

•

•
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Cost – This set of criteria looked at capital costs 
associated with getting service up and running, 
ongoing operating cost per passenger mile, and 
whether the presence of POF service could help 
defer or eliminate significant alternative trans-
portation infrastructure investments that might 
otherwise be needed to meet demand.

Environment – This final set of criteria assessed 
the sensitivity to wake impacts generated by ves-
sels on the route, and to what degree the POF 
service would allow users to avoid driving on 
heavily congested roadways.

This evaluation exercise was not used to further 
screen out potential routes.  Rather, it was used as 
a tool to see which routes might be more viable in 
the immediate versus long term, to identify par-
ticular issues and challenges associated with any 
given route, and to begin analyzing what level of 
landside connections and improvements may be 
needed to support future POF service. Although 
the service and operating plans discussed in 
Chapter 3 begin to identify some of these con-
nectivity issues, the next step of this study (Task 
9) is to look in fine detail at the issue of landside 
connections (including more detail on terminal 
siting and feasibility), and to identify what specific 
transit, bicycle, pedestrian and parking improve-
ments might be needed in each terminal location 
to support future POF service.  

A Route Scoring Key, summary table of evaluation 
results and detailed Route Evaluation Sheets for 
each route can be found in Appendix A.

Evaluation Results - 
Route Categories and 
Sequencing
The evaluation process enabled the grouping of 
the 17 routes into four categories based on the 
existing or anticipated future user markets, as 
well as the other important evaluation factors 
described previously.  The routes were categorized 
as follows.

Immediate term routes of regional signifi-
cance (existing and proposed)

Medium term routes with potential to 
develop

Long term routes that may become viable 
in the future

Tourism and recreation-focused routes

Figure 2-2 summarizes key operational charac-
teristics of the final set of routes evaluated, such 
as route length, speed, crossing time, schedule 
frequency, estimated ridership, anticipated annual 
operating costs, and the one-way fare that would 
need to be charged to achieve a 40% farebox 
recovery rate.�

 Immediate Term: Routes of 
Regional Significance –  
Existing and Proposed
The existing routes in this category are already 
in operation and planned to continue under the 
authority of either the King County Ferry District 
or Kitsap Transit.  This evaluation supports the 
continuation and expansion of services on these 
routes over the next three years (2008-2011).   

�	  A commonly used performance metric for transit and ferry 
systems is farebox recovery, which specifies what proportion of annual 
operating costs are recovered from passenger fares.  A commonly 
accepted farebox recovery target used for POF systems is 40%.

•

•

•

•
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Figure 2-2	 Route Characteristics Overview

Route

Daily 
Riders 
(2030)

Route 
Length 

(nautical 
miles)

Schedule Frequency
Speed 
(knots)

Crossing 
Time 
(min.)

Annual 
Operating 

Cost

40% 
Recovery: 
One-Way 

Fare*Weekday Weekend
Immediate Term

Vashon Island - 	
Seattle 520 9.6 Peak: hourly	

Off-peak: 2 hrs. 2 hours 30 22 $2.6 M $7.50 

West Seattle - 	
Seattle 660 1.8 Peak: 30 min.	

Off-peak: hourly Hourly 22 7 $1.7 M $2.90 

Port Orchard - 	
Bremerton 1,773 4.8 15-30 min. 30 min. 22 14 $3.1 M $1.80 

Bremerton - 	
Annapolis 717 0.8 15-30 min. 30 min. 22 3 $0.8 M $2.80 

Bremerton - 	
Seattle 3,460 13.8 Peak: 40 min.	

Off-peak: hourly 2 hours 30 30 $9.4 M $3.60 

Kingston - 	
Seattle 920 17.4 Peak: hourly	

Off-peak: 2 hrs. No service 30 37 $4.5 M $7.60 

Southworth - 	
Seattle 1,870 9.7 Peak: hourly	

Off-peak: 90 min. No service 30 22 $3.7 M $3.30 

Medium Term
Bainbridge - 	
Des Moines 270 23 Peak: hourly 	

Off-peak: 90 min. 2 hours 30 48 $4.5 M $23.60 

Port Orchard - 	
Seattle 1,740 14.8 Peak only:  40 min. No service 30 32 $5.4 M $6.00 

Kirkland - UW 420 6 Peak only: hourly No service 22 20 $2.4 M $9.40 
Long Term

Suquamish - 	
Seattle 310 15 All day: 2 hrs. All day:          

2 hrs. 30 32 $2.8 M $14.00 

Kenmore - UW 10 8.3 Peak only:
90 min. No service 22 28 $0.8 M $130.00 

Renton - Leschi 10 7.1 Peak only:	
90 min. No service 22 24 $0.7 M $117.00 

Des Moines - 	
Seattle 60 16 Peak only:	

45 min. No service 30 36 $1.9 M $51.10 

Shilshole - 	
Seattle 10 8.5 Peak only:	

90 min. No service 30 28 $0.7 M $56.00 

Tourism and Recreation

Port Townsend - 	
Seattle 600 42.3 May-Sept: Friday 

only, 4 runs

May-Sept: 
4 runs per 

day
35 75 $1.7 M $10.20 

Vancouver B.C. - 	
Seattle 500 129.8 May-Sept: Friday 

only, 4 runs

May-Sept: 
4 runs per 

day
35 225 $4 M $28.10 

* Given the service assumptions, this is the fare that would need to be charged to achieve a 40% farebox recovery rate, a commonly used metric 
for POF systems (see pages 3-1 and 3-2 for more discussion).
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These routes should be considered routes of re-
gional significance.  

The proposed new routes in this category are 
deemed most immediately viable in terms of 
market demand and ridership, and are identi-
fied as routes with a high level of significance for 
meeting regional transportation needs.  Existing 
markets would provide sustainable ridership on 
these routes, even if they were to be implemented 
immediately or within the next few years:

King County Existing Routes
Vashon Island - Downtown Seattle

West Seattle – Downtown Seattle 

Kitsap County Existing Routes
Port Orchard - Bremerton

Annapolis –Bremerton 

Proposed Cross-Sound Routes
Bremerton – Seattle

Kingston – Seattle

Southworth/Manchester Beach – Seattle

Medium-Term: Routes with 
Potential to Develop 
The routes in this category have the potential to 
develop a viable market and operations plan in the 
medium-term, defined as within the next four to 
ten years.  However, they would require demon-
stration testing, further enhanced markets, im-
proved landside connections, capital investment, 
and/or land use and development changes.

Potential Future Cross-Sound Routes
Bainbridge – Des Moines

Port Orchard – Seattle

Potential Future King County Route
Kirkland – University of Washington

Long Term: Routes That May 
Become Viable in the Future
These routes are probably not viable within the 
next decade, but have the potential to develop 
a viable market in the longer-term (ten+ years).  
However, they would require demonstration 
testing, identification of feasible terminal loca-
tions, substantially enhanced markets, improved 
landside connections, significant capital invest-
ment or operating subsidy, and/or land use and 
development changes.

Potential Future Cross-Sound Route
Suquamish - Seattle

Potential Future King County Routes
Kenmore – University of Washington

Renton – Leschi

Seattle – Des Moines

Shilshole – Seattle

Tourism and  
Recreation-focused Routes
These seasonal routes would primarily serve tour-
ist and recreation markets for ridership and are not 
integrated into the phasing strategy because they 
most likely require a private rather than public 
operator to deliver service.  Both routes, however, 
do appear to have an existing market and could 
likely be feasible in the short to medium term, 
depending on the interest of potential private 
operators and other entities that might choose to 
subsidize the service (i.e. businesses, developers, 
or government agencies).
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Chapter 3.	S ervice and Operation Plans 
This section provides a description of the proposed 
service and operation plan for each route.  Each 
section is standardized to provide the following 
categories of information.

Maps and Route Overview - Schematic GIS 
maps show the path of the proposed POF route 
and other existing ferry services, while zoomed-in 
maps of the terminal areas show the connecting 
street grid, existing and planned transit service, 
park-and-rides, terminal area parking, and bi-
cycle/pedestrian facilities.  The route map also 
includes a basic route overview, with information 
such as the route length, estimated daily rider-
ship, schedule frequency, assumed vessel speed, 
estimated crossing time, and estimated overall 
annual operating costs.  It is important to note 
that all operating plan information, operating costs 
and capital costs are conceptual and are intended for 
planning purposes only.

Terminals - This section details existing condi-
tions and proposed improvements at each termi-
nal area, or information on what elements would 
be necessary in the case that a brand new terminal 
is needed.  Terminals served by multiple POF 
routes are fully described under the first relevant 
route discussed. Other routes reference the initial 
description.  

The information provided for each terminal 
includes: existing and planned land uses, includ-
ing any potential land use issues or conflicts; 
information on berths, waiting areas and docks; 
and basic information on transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian access, as well as at-terminal parking.  
Improvements needed to support each terminal 
are identified, and estimated improvement costs 
are given.  All improvement costs, estimated in April 

2008, are calculated in 2008 dollars. While pre-
liminary information on landside transportation 
connections and access is provided, this issue will 
be explored in much greater depth in the next 
phase of this study (Task 9).

In some POF destinations, more than one loca-
tion is viable for a future POF terminal.  Although 
a single such location has been selected for the 
purposes of this analysis, this does not mean 
that either PSRC or the consultant team view 
the location as the preferred site.  In the case 
of multiple potential terminal locations, more 
technical analysis will need to be conducted by 
potential operating agencies and local jurisdic-
tions in order to establish the ultimate preferred 
terminal location.

Vessels - This section describes the vessel needs 
for each proposed route, including the vessel type, 
anticipated number of vessels needed, any special 
vessel requirements (environmental, technical, 
performance, capacity, etc), and anticipated 
capital cost to acquire vessels.  Again, these costs 
are planning-level estimates based on recent vessel 
purchase costs and are presented in 2008 dollars.  
Changes in vessel requirements, materials costs, labor 
rates and contracting provisions can dramatically 
influence the costs of a vessel.

Operating Cost Summary – This section gives 
estimated total costs for each operating element, 
including fuel, maintenance and labor. As with 
terminal improvement and vessel costs, all operat-
ing costs as estimated in April 2008 are calculated 
in 2008 dollars, and may change dramatically 
(especially, for example, as fuel prices increase).

Fare Options – A commonly used performance 
metric for transit and ferry systems is farebox 
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recovery, which specifies what proportion of an-
nual operating costs are recovered from passenger 
fares.  Any portion of ongoing operating costs 
that are not recovered by fares must be subsidized 
through grants, taxes, or other funding sources 
(see Chapter 5, Funding and Fare Policy Options).  
A commonly accepted farebox recovery target 
used for POF systems is 40%.�

In the service and operation plan developed for 
each immediate term route, the “Farebox Op-
tions” section lists what the farebox recovery rate 
would be at the assumed transit fare level (i.e. if 
POF fares were set at the same rate as connect-
ing landside transit services), as well as the fare 
required in order to achieve a 40 or 60 percent 
farebox recovery rate.�  This does not account for 
any lost ridership that may occur due to increased 
fares, which is a known potential outcome of 
raising fares.  While data exists to support the as-
sumption that ferry users may be less sensitive to 
fare increases compared to users of other modes, 
this will vary substantially based on the availability 
and quality of other travel options.  

Farebox recovery rates can be increased either by 
raising fares, or by increasing ridership on existing 
fleets while controlling costs. Many factors and ac-
tions can increase ridership, including additional 
population and employment growth, supportive 
land uses and densities, and targeted marketing 
and promotion campaigns.

�	  For a point of reference, the average farebox recovery rate 
for urban public transit systems in the Puget Sound region is 20%, and 
the target adopted for WSF’s auto ferry system is 80%.

�	  PSRC’s Regional Travel Demand Model assumed fares 
comparable to the average regional transit fare, which may or may not 
be the appropriate price for any given POF route.  As POF services 
are more fully analyzed and brought towards implementation, more 
analysis will be needed on the appropriate fare level, given specific 
objectives of the operating entity.  See Chapter 5, Fare Policy Options, 
for a more detailed discussion on this topic.

Governance and Implementation - This section 
discusses potential organizational structure(s) for 
each route, and outlines the most likely or most 
promising funding sources.

This chapter provides summary operating 
information and service plans for each pro-
posed route.  For more information on each 
route’s operating and service plan, including  
more detailed estimated cost breakdowns, see  
Appendix B, Detailed Route Information. 
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Existing routes in the “Immediate Term” category 
are already in operation and are planned to con-
tinue under the authority of the King County 
Ferry District or Kitsap Transit. This study’s evalu-
ation supports the continuation and expansion of 
services on these routes over the next three years 
(2008-2011). Further, these routes should be 
considered routes of regional significance.  

The newly proposed routes within this “Immedi-
ate Term” category are deemed most immediately 
viable in terms of market demand and ridership, 
and are identified as routes with a high level of 
significance for meeting regional transportation 
needs.  Existing markets would provide sustain-
able ridership on these routes, even if they were 
to be implemented immediately or within the 
next few years:

King County Existing Routes

Vashon Island – Downtown Seattle  
Currently operated by WSF, this route will fully 
transition to the King County Ferry District by 
2009. The route co-exists with WSF auto ferry ser-
vice out of Vashon, and POF docking facilities are 
already in place.  Vashon-Seattle is an important 
route for commuters, and the POF service pro-
vides a 30% faster connection to Seattle than the 
alternative of taking WSF’s auto ferry to Fauntle-
roy and driving the rest of the way to downtown. 
While today there are only two peak-hour runs 
Monday through Friday, this plan recommends 
boosting service by adding a peak-hour run, mid-
day and weekend service.

West Seattle – Downtown Seattle
This route, known as the Elliott Bay Water Taxi, 
is operated by King County Metro and will be 
under the jurisdiction of the King County Ferry 
District.  The Water Taxi serves multiple markets, 
including commuters, tourists, and special events 
traffic.  Currently only operated during the sum-
mer months, the Water Taxi saw greatly increased 
ridership in 2007 and its service was extended an 
extra month. The route will become year-round 
under the King County Ferry District. This plan 
recommends adding peak-hour service Monday 
through Friday, and extending the weekday eve-
ning schedule.

Kitsap County Existing Routes

Port Orchard – Bremerton 
Annapolis – Bremerton 
Known as the Kitsap Transit Foot Ferry, these 
two routes are operated by Kitsap Transit. The 
Foot Ferry is a critical connection between Port 
Orchard and the Bremerton – Seattle ferry, and an 
important public transit link for bringing people 
to Bremerton’s urban core. The Port Orchard 
– Bremerton Foot Ferry runs all day, seven days 
a week, while the Annapolis – Bremerton route 
only operates during peak hours Monday through 
Friday. Kitsap Transit will continue to operate 
this route.

Immediate Term (next 3 years):
Routes of Regional Significance - Existing and Proposed
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Proposed Cross-Sound Routes

Bremerton – Seattle 
POF service connected these two urban centers 
in the past, bringing passengers to employment, 
shopping, and service destinations in both.  POF 
terminals exist on both ends, and excellent transit 
connections are in place to bring walk-on traffic to 
a new POF line. This route would mirror WSF’s 
Bremerton  – Seattle auto ferry, but POF service 
would make the cross-Sound trip in half the time 
of the auto ferry. 

Kingston – Seattle
Like Bremerton, Kingston has in the past been 
served by POF service to Seattle. Capital costs 
for minor repairs or upgrades to the existing POF 
terminal should be minimal. For commuters 
today, the fastest connection from Kingston to 
Seattle is via WSF auto ferry to Edmonds, with 
a transfer to Sounder commuter rail into Seattle. 
New POF service, to be operated by the Port of 
Kingston, will shave 42% off the total travel time 
for this trip. 

Southworth/Manchester Beach – 
Seattle
Currently, traveling from Southworth to Seattle 
requires taking the WSF auto ferry to Vashon Is-
land and transferring to the existing POF service 
to Seattle.  POF service running directly from 
Southworth would be 50% faster than these op-
tions.  Three terminal options were considered for 
this route, at Southworth, Manchester Beach, and 
Harper’s Pier. The Southworth location appears 
most promising, as it will be easier to lease and 
adapt a portion of the existing WSF terminal in 
Southworth, adjacent to abundant parking, than 
to negotiate for and build a terminal in Harper’s 
Pier or Manchester.
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Vashon Island - Downtown Seattle
Immediate Term - King County Existing POF Service
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Route Overview
Route 
length:

9.6 nmi

Demand: Daily: 520  
Annual: 155,168

Schedule  
frequency:

M-F: Peak: hourly  
        Mid-day: 2 hours

Sat-Sun:  
9am-6pm, 2 hours

Max. speed: 30 knots
Crossing 
time:

22 minutes

Annual operational costs:  
$2.6 Million

Figure 3-1	 Vashon Island - Downtown Seattle 
Route Overview
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F igure 3-2	 Vashon Island - Downtown Seattle 
Terminal DetailsSeattle - Vashon
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Seattle Terminal (Colman Dock)
Location:  Colman Dock Pier 50 hosts an existing POF terminal, immediately to the south of the existing 
WSF auto ferry terminal at Pier 52.
Land Use

Existing: Urban center (high density, mixed use), existing POF terminal adjacent to auto ferry terminal.
Planned: Same
Potential 
conflict:

No potential land use conflicts. On the water side, there will be a significant degree of marine 
traffic from the existing ferry terminal, including WSF auto ferries, Harbor Island traffic, the Elliott 
Bay Water Taxi, and the WSF Vashon-Seattle POF service.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The current facility at Pier 50 provides only two side-loading berths, and is not sized or designed 

to handle the loads anticipated in this study.
Waiting areas: Temporary tent terminal adjacent to the POF slip, no services. Main WSF terminal building 

located across vehicle holding area from the POF dock, at Pier 52.
Dock and 
landside:

A total of 11 routes in this study end in downtown Seattle, serving over 9,000 daily riders.  With 
this many passengers and vessels at a single location, significant planning and design must be 
done to develop a new terminal facility that can accommodate the anticipated level of traffic.  

Access
Bicycle: Fair. No designated on-street facilities nearby. Bicycles must cross and mix with auto ferry 

vehicle holding lanes in order to reach Pier 50. Bike connections are planned as high-priority 
projects after terminal reconstruction.

Pedestrian: Fair. Separated walkways outside of the terminal. The overhead pedestrian bridge from the main 
Terminal Building links over Alaskan Way to 1st, 2nd, and 3rd Avenues

Park & Rides: n/a. Theoretically, however, passengers could park in remote regional park & rides, continue 
downtown via transit, and either walk the rest of the way or transfer to one of two bus routes 
leading to the terminal

Transit from 
P&R:

  
n/a.

Transit: Two King County Metro bus routes stop adjacent to the terminal, 20-30 minute frequencies. 
Major 3rd Ave transit connections located 0.4 mi away, uphill.

Adjacent 
parking:

No terminal parking. Though many public parking garages are located within a few blocks, many 
are at or near capacity.

Proposed Improvements continue on the next page



Page 3-9 

Im
m

ediate Term
: K

ing C
ounty E

xisting R
outes

Proposed Improvements
King County plans call for replacement of the existing POF terminal at Pier 50 with a new 
110’x40’ concrete float, which will not increase vessel or passenger capacity.  While these plans 
are adequate for the two routes that the county is taking over, it will not be sufficient to meet 
anticipated future POF demand.  King County should work jointly with other potential POF opera-
tors as well as WSF, to plan for and share the cost of a new facility with sufficient capacity to 
serve new routes and to grow as more come online.

Some strategies can be taken to mitigate vessel traffic.  One approach is to develop coordinated 
schedules for Seattle-based routes that minimize the number of vessels using the Seattle termi-
nal at a single time.  This will not only aid in reducing the number of passengers passing through 
the terminal at once, but also make it easier and safer for vessels to arrive and depart.

Modern terminal design solutions can aid in terminal throughput.  The Circular Quay Terminal in 
Sydney is one of the most prominent examples of a high-capacity POF terminal.  Color coded 
routes, designated slips and clear signage and wayfinding are important considerations.  Use 
of bow-loading can aid greatly in reducing vessel turnaround time and increasing passenger 
throughput.  On the landside, a large terminal building will be important to allow sufficient space 
for passenger staging and to effectively manage the various passenger flows in and out of the 
terminal.

The area between Colman Dock to the north and Pier 48 to the south would likely be able to 
handle the anticipated level of vessel traffic if it is well-planned and designed.  Use of at least 
the northern part of Pier 48 could also provide sufficient space for a landside terminal.  Modifica-
tion to the southern end of Colman Dock is also a possibility, although it would impact the pier’s 
existing vehicle lanes.  Additional analysis would be needed before moving forward with these 
options. 

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: $5.9 Million 
King County Ferry District plans have estimated 10-year capital improvement costs of $5.9 Million for Colman Dock.
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Vashon Island Terminal
Location:  Located immediately west of the WSF auto terminal.
Land Use

Existing: Semi-rural, rural residential
Planned: Same
Potential 
conflict:

Already being used as a ferry terminal, no land use conflicts exist.  On the water side, vessel 
traffic may be encountered from the WSF terminal.  The harbor lease is controlled by Washing-
ton State Ferries.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The terminal currently provides two side-loading berths.

Waiting areas: The location currently has a small indoor passenger waiting area that is shared between the 
auto and passenger terminals.  Additional unsheltered staging area is available on the trestle.

Dock and 
landside:

 
The existing Vashon Island terminal is already well-equipped for POF service.

Access
Bicycle: Fair. The local terrain is not particularly conducive to cycling because of the long, steep hills 

approaching the ferry terminal, although King County has identified these wide shoulders as bike 
routes.  The terminal has one bicycle rack. 

Pedestrian: Poor. A rural location, pedestrian access is unlikely.  The terminal does not appear to be fully 
ADA-compliant (gangplanks). Although pedestrian connections are good between the terminal 
and the commuter parking lot and transit dropoff point, pedestrian conditions are poor along 
larger access arterials.

Park & Rides: Nearby free County-owned P&R lot has 200 spaces. Five additional P&R lots located farther 
from the terminal. Free parking at Southworth (for passengers who transfer from WSF’s South-
worth auto ferry to Vashon POF). Kiss-and-ride access is available via a turnaround on the pier, 
but such access is prohibited during peak hours.

Transit from 
P&R:

 
King County Metro connects with five island park-and-rides farther from the terminal.  

Transit: Two King County Metro routes currently serve the terminal well, connecting it with island park-
and-rides and the town center.  

Adjacent 
parking:

 
There is no parking available at the terminal site except for two handicap spaces.  

Proposed Improvements
No significant improvements are likely to be necessary to provide POF service from this location.  
King County Ferry District plans call for the following improvements:

Maintenance and repair of the float, guide piles, concrete access pier deck, float fendering, 
topside railings, gangway and concrete access pier
Utilities, lighting and communications on the float
Installation of two ticket vending machines, four smart card reader machines and rider informa-
tion rack
Installation of new security gate closer to the top of the gangway
Two new ADA-compliant gangplanks
Signage and wayfinding upgrades
Installation of Bosun’s locker on the terminal float

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: $2.4 Million 
King County Ferry District plans have estimated capital improvement costs of $2.4 Million for the Vashon terminal.
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Vessels
Number needed: 1
Recommended Vessel Type: 149-pax operating at 30kts.
Special needs: None

Vessel capital costs: $3-5 Million

Fare Options 
Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (assumed) 18%
$7.50 40%
$11.20 60%

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $900,000
Labor: $1.3 Million
Maintenance & insurance: $340,000

Annual operational costs: $2.6 Million

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  This route will be operated by the King 

County Ferry District and funded by property taxes.  Vessel maintenance and 
moorage will be contracted to an outside shipyard.

Promising funding sources In addition to fares, property taxes and likely FTA grants, this route could be 
subsidized by potential joint development ventures in the vicinity of Colman 
Dock. This route may also qualify for funds from the State POF Grant Account. 
If an emergency transportation authority were created (similar to the Bay Area’s 
Water Emergency Transportation Authority), the route may qualify for emer-
gency/evacuation funds given the limited number of transportation links serving 
Vashon Island.

Vashon Island - Downtown Seattle
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West Seattle - Downtown Seattle
Immediate Term - King County Existing POF Service
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Figure 3-3	 West Seattle - Downtown Seattle 
Route Overview

Route Overview
Route length: 1.8 nmi

Demand: 660 daily, 240,900 annual
Schedule 

frequency:
M-F: 6am-11pm
  Peak: 30 min  
  Mid-day: hourly
  Evening: hourly
Sat: 9am-11pm hourly
Sun: 9am-6pm hourly

Max. speed: 22 knots
Crossing time: 7 minutes

Annual Operational costs:  
$1.7 Million
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F igure 3-4	 West Seattle - Downtown Seattle 
Terminal DetailsSeattle - West Seattle
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For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.



Page 3-14 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

West Seattle Terminal
Location:  The Elliott Bay Water Taxi (EBWT) currently operates from the dock at Seacrest Park. For the 
purposes of this evaluation, we analyzed Seacrest Park dock location, consistent with the King County Ferry 
District’s plans to date.  If the location is changed in the future, additional analysis and study will be needed to 
evaluate the alternate locations at Jack Block Park and Bronson Way. 
Land Use

Existing: Park, adjacent to single-family residential, some commercial and mid-rise residential
Planned: Same

Potential conflict: Already used as a terminal, no particular land use conflicts exist.  However, service growth 
may present negative impacts to park use. Ongoing use of Seacrest is questionable, given 
that it is funded by state IAC recreational funds, which may not allow long term POF use.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The location currently has one berth, as needed in order to provide service.

Waiting areas: There is currently no covered waiting area at this location, although the park does provide 
some picnic table seating.  EBWT passengers typically wait on the float, at the park, or seek 
shelter at a nearby fish and chips stand.

Dock and 
landside:

The existing facility consists of a recreational timber float that is removed seasonally.  No ad-
ditional terminal infrastructure is in place.

Access
Bicycle: Fair. There is a paved regional bike trail along the waterfront, but this shared use path has few 

street connections through to the residential areas. Bike racks are available. 
Pedestrian: Good. With some apartments/condos and restaurants nearby, the terminal is conducive to 

walk-on passengers.  However, the current gangplank is not ADA-accessible.
Park & Rides: n/a.

Transit from P&R: n/a.
Transit: Two King County Metro regular bus routes and one special ferry shuttle which is free to ride.

Adjacent  
parking:

No parking spaces are dedicated to the ferry terminal, and they are restricted to a 2-hour time 
limit. A small parking lot exists for the park, which can be used as a kiss-and-ride location.

Proposed Improvements
King County Ferry District plans propose near-term improvements for the Seacrest Park dock 
that include:

Replacement of the timber floats with temporary concrete floats of a similar footprint.
A new timber raised boarding platform and ramp to accommodate high freeboard vessels
A new ADA-compliant gangplank
Outdoor waiting area cover
Float utilities/lighting
Rider information and two ticket vending machines

Proposed long-term improvements include:
Relocation of the float away from the fishing pier
Replacement of the float with a 40’x100’ concrete float
New gangway ramp
Relocation of covered waiting area and rider information/vending machines\
Installation of a Bosun’s locker on the float
Signage and wayfinding upgrades
Replacement of existing gate with an improved security gate.

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Total proposed improvement costs: $8.0 Million

King County Ferry District plans anticipate a long-term $8.0 Million West Seattle terminal capital cost.
For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.
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Vessels
Number needed: 1
Recommended Vessel Type: 80-pax operating at 22kts.
Special needs: None.

Vessel capital costs: $2-4 Million

West Seattle - Downtown Seattle

Fare Options 
Fare Recovery %
$1.75 (assumed) 24%
$2.90 40%
$4.40 60%

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $160,000
Labor: $1.3 Million
Maintenance & 
insurance:

$210,000

Annual operational costs:  
$1.7 Million

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  This route will be operated by the King 

County Ferry District and funded by property taxes.  Vessel maintenance and 
moorage will be contracted to an outside shipyard.

Promising funding sources In addition to fares, property taxes and likely FTA grants, this route could be 
subsidized by potential joint development ventures in the vicinity of Colman 
Dock, and even along the Elliott Bay Waterfront should new development occur 
there.  Given the ability for this route to reduce SOV travel to downtown Seattle, 
it may qualify for CMAQ funds.  When the AWV undergoes replacement, the 
route could qualify for Transportation Mitigation Funding.  In the future, 
regional tolling or congestion pricing may come into play, in which case toll 
revenues collected on the West Seattle Bridge or SR 99 could potentially help 
fund this route.
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Port Orchard - Annapolis - Bremerton Triangle 

Data Source: PSRC

Existing Ferry Routes
POF Routes - Year Round
WSF Auto/Passenger Routes
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Immediate Term - Kitsap County Existing POF Service

Bremerton-Annapolis 
Route Overview

Route length: 0.8 nmi
Demand: Daily: 717 	

Annual: 182,118
Schedule 

frequency:
M-F: 6am-7:45am; 
3:25pm-6:00pm
  AM: 15 min  
  PM: 20-25 min

Max. speed: 22 knots
Crossing time: 3 minutes
Annual Operational costs: 

$760,000

Figure 3-5	 Por t Orchard - Annapolis - Bremerton 
Route Overview

Bremerton-Port Orchard Route 
Overview

Route length: 4.8 nmi
Demand: Daily 1,773 	

Annual: 470,022
Schedule 

frequency:
M-F: 4:30am-9:00pm 	
Sat: 8:30am-9pm 	
Sun: 8:30am-7pm
Every 30 min. usually. 	
Every 15 min M-F, 5:15-6:15pm

Max. speed: 22 knots
Crossing time: 14 minutes

Annual operational costs:  
 $3.1 Million
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F igure 3-6	 Por t Orchard - Annapolis - Bremerton 
Terminal Details
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Port Orchard Terminal
Location:  Located at the end of Sidney Avenue in downtown Port Orchard.
Land Use

Existing: Low- to medium-density commercial area
Planned: Fair to good likelihood of increased densities in the future.
Potential 
conflict:

Already being used as a ferry terminal, no land use conflicts exist.  On the water side, vessel 
traffic may be encountered from the adjacent marina breakwater.  Kitsap Transit controls the 
harbor lease at this location.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The Port Orchard terminal float provides side-loading berths for up to four vessels.  The terminal 

is currently being used by the Kitsap Transit Foot Ferry running this route, with departures on the 
half-hour.

Waiting areas: The terminal currently features a small sheltered waiting area and a number of benches both in-
side and outside the shelter.  Additionally, a small park with additional benches and picnic tables 
is located on the landside.  Kitsap Transit customer service offices and restrooms are available 
at the head of the gangway.

Dock and 
landside:

	
The Port Orchard terminal is already a fully-operational passenger ferry terminal.

Access
Bicycle: Fair. Bicycle facilities for novice riders are limited in the vicinity. However, it appears that traffic 

volumes are low. Access does exist from the terminal to recreational routes, but these generally 
consist of the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists. 
No bicycle lockers or racks are currently present.

Pedestrian: Good. Located in a small, walkable town center, the terminal is conducive to walk-on passen-
gers.  Some destinations are located within 1/2 mile radius of the existing Port Orchard foot ferry 
terminal. The terminal is fully ADA-accessible.

Park & Rides: Existing P&R lots in town and to the south and east of town, though not to the west. A kiss-and-
ride turnaround exists at the end of Sidney Avenue.

Transit from 
P&R:

n/a, But, Kitsap Transit has a solid reputation for providing ferry-supportive transit connections 
via routed busses and park-and-ride shuttles.

Transit: Good. Given current densities and land uses, Kitsap Transit already provides good service to 
this location, with four buses per hour today.

Adjacent 
parking:

	
A number of paid, permit and timed parking lots are available near the ferry terminal.

Proposed Improvements
No significant improvements are likely to be necessary to provide POF service from this loca-
tion.  However, non-critical amenities may be desirable, such as bike lockers, float-to-boat ADA 
access, and additional covered passenger staging areas.

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: Negligible
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Annapolis Terminal
Location:  The Annapolis POF terminal is located approximately one mile east of downtown Port Orchard, on 
Beach Drive.
Land Use

Existing: Semi-rural residential setting, low density development
Planned: Same

Potential conflict: Already being used as a terminal, so the community is already accustomed to peak period 
traffic. Located at the base of a bluff, there are no view impacts to surrounding residences. 
There is minimal marine traffic. Kitsap Transit controls the harbor lease for this location.

Existing Facilities
Berths: Two berths are available for side-loading vessel access.

Waiting areas: A sheltered passenger waiting area with bench seating exists at the foot of the pier. However, 
due to the pier’s length, passengers are apt to stage at the unsheltered end of the pier.

Dock and 
landside:

The existing pier is a narrow, concrete structure approximately 500 feet in length. A narrow 
gangplank connects the pier with the float, and is steep even at high tide. The existing 20’ x 
40’ float is in poor condition.

Access
Bicycle: Fair. There are few bike facilities in Annapolis, but the terminal is located along a bike route, 

and bike racks are provided at the base of the pier. 
Pedestrian: Fair. Few nearby destinations accessible by foot. Terminal is not ADA accessible.

Park & Rides: Park and ride lot with 74 parking spaces located near the terminal
Transit from P&R: Kitsap Transit has a solid reputation for providing ferry-supportive transit connections via 

routed buses and park-and-ride shuttles and already serves this location.
Transit: The location is served by one bus route, connecting service that is adequate for a small town.

Adjacent  
parking:

74 spaces located near the terminal. A kiss-and-ride turnaround also existis along Beach 
Drive and Bay Street.

Proposed Improvements
Significant improvement will be necessary to provide POF service in the long term. Necessary 
improvements include replacing the float and gangway to provide ADA access, and building 
a safer, more durable facility. The existing piles could possibly be retained, but this is unclear 
without further study.

Total proposed improvement costs: $3-6 Million

Improvement costs will depend on the scope of improvements, particularly if piles need to be replaced.
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Bremerton Terminal
Location:  Immediately to the north of the current WSF terminal at the Bremerton Transportation Center.
Land Use

Existing: Urban center (high density, mixed use), adjacent to existing ferry terminal at the BTC.
Planned: Same, increasing development.

Potential conflict: Already being used as a terminal, no potential land use conflicts exist.  However, on the water 
side, there will be a significant degree of marine traffic from the existing WSF terminal and 
the new Bremerton marina. Kitsap Transit controls the harbor lease for the passenger ferry 
service at this location (while WSF controls the lease for auto ferry service).

Existing Facilities
Berths: Two berths available for bow-loading vessel access. Two additional berths on the B-pontoon 

allow for tying up vessels, but have no passenger access.
Waiting areas: An indoor waiting area with restrooms already exists at the WSF terminal, and additional 

sheltered staging capacity exists on the passenger terminal float.
Dock and 
landside:

The BTC is already well-equipped for POF service. As part of the adjacent marina expansion 
project, Kitsap Transit’s “A-float” and “B-pontoon” are being installed.  The A-float provides 
bow-loading berths for two vessels and side-loading for one vessel. The side-loading berth is 
currently being used by the Kitsap Transit Foot Ferry. The B-pontoon provides additional berth 
space for overnight/midday moorage.

Access
Bicycle: Good. Bicycle storage available. On-street bicycle facilities and access to recreational routes, 

though these generally consist of the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate 
for more experienced riders. Some difficult intersections for cyclists. No dedicated bike con-
nection into the terminal yet, though a tunnel with planned bike lane is under construction. 

Pedestrian: Good. Complete sidewalk network, signalized crosswalks, many nearby destinations. The 
urban nature of the location is conducive to walk-on passengers. The terminal landing is fully 
ADA accessible.

Park & Rides: Two park & rides adjacent to the terminal. Kiss & Ride parking provided across Washington 
Avenue at the Kitsap Credit Union building.

Transit from P&R: n/a, but Kitsap Transit has a solid reputation for providing ferry-supportive transit connections 
via routed buses and park & ride shuttles.

Transit: Excellent. The BTC is a transit hub and a prime example of transit-oriented development. 
High bus frequencies, schedules coordinated with the ferries, dedicated stop directly in front 
of the terminal.

Adjacent  
parking: 13 paid and permit garages and parking lots within 3.5 blocks of the terminal.

Proposed Improvements
Necessary improvements include modifying the A-float to allow for passenger access and 
installing fendering.

Total proposed improvement costs: $1 Million

Kitsap Transit plans have estimated capital improvements costs of $1 Million for the Bremerton terminal in 
order to equip the A-float for extensive POF service.
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Vessels
Number needed: 1

Recommended Vessel Type: 80-pax operating at 22kts.

Special needs: None.

Vessel capital costs: $2-4 Million

Port Orchard - Bremerton:

Fare Options 
Fare Recovery %
$1.50 (assumed) 34%
$1.80 40%
$2.70 60%

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $930,000

Labor: $1.8 Million

Maintenance & 
insurance:

$371,000

Annual operational costs:  
$3.1 Million

Vessels
Number needed: 1

Recommended Vessel Type: 80-pax operating at 22kts.

Special needs: None.

Vessel capital costs: $2-4 Million

Annapolis - Bremerton:

Fare Options 
Fare Recovery %
$1.50 (assumed) 22%
$2.80 40%
$4.20 60%

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $50,000

Labor: $500,000

Maintenance & 
insurance:

$212,000

Annual operational costs:  
$760,000

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  This route is operated by Kitsap Transit, a 

Public Transportation Benefit Area Authority (PTBAA).
Promising funding sources Current service is funded by fares and sales tax.  Any future expansions to 

service would likely come from the same sources.
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Bremerton - Downtown Seattle
Immediate Term - Cross-Sound Routes of Regional Significance
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Figure 3-7	 Bremerton - Downtown  
Seattle Route Overview

Route Overview
Route length: 13.8 nmi

Demand: Daily: 3,460 weekday  
Annual: 1,032,464

Schedule 
frequency:

M-F: Peak:  40 min
        Midday: hourly
Sat-Sun: 9am-6pm
        every 2 hours

Max. speed: 30 knots
Crossing time: 30 minutes

Annual operational costs:  
$9.4 Million
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F igure 3-8	 Bremerton - Downtown Seattle  
Terminal DetailsSeattle - Bremerton
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For a discussion of the Bremerton terminal, see pp. 3-20. 	
For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.



Page 3-24 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

Vessels
Number needed: 4
Recommended Vessel Type: 149-pax operationg at 30kts.
Special needs: Low wake design

Vessel capital costs:  
$9-15 Million

Fare Options 
Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (assumed) 38%
$3.60 40%
$5.40 60%

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $4.1 million
Labor: $4.2 million
Maintenance & 
insurance:

$1.1 million

Annual operational costs:  
$9.4 Million

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  One organizational option is for a new 

PTBA to be set up in Kitsap County, allowing Kitsap Transit to deliver service 
using new sales taxes and MVET funds. A variation on this would be a public-
public partnership between Kitsap and King Counties.  

A second option under this model is for the service to be assumed by a Region-
al Transportation Authority.  This would require legislative action and approval.  
Elements of service delivery and/or maintenance could be contracted out to a 
private entity.

Publicly operated, but not tax financed:  Like the Kingston POF business model, 
under this scenario the Port of Bremerton would deliver service, relying on 
federal and state grants to fund capital needs, and passenger fares to support 
the full cost of operations.

Promising funding sources Depending on the governance model, this route would be funded by some 
combination of fares, sales taxes, property taxes, MVET funds, Port District 
Funds, General Fund contributions, and/or FTA grants.  Given that the 
Pessenger-only Ferry Task force identified this route as a first tier priority for the 
state*, and depending on the strength and will of future congressional delega-
tions and the State Legislature, this route could receive earmark funds, FHWA 
STP funds, State POF grants, or subsidies from WSF. This route could also 
be subsidized by potential joint development ventures in the vicinity of Colman 
Dock or downtown Bremerton.

Bremerton - Downtown Seattle

* Washington State Legislature, 2006. “Passenger-only Ferry Task Force’s Report to the Joint Transportation Committee, pg.7.
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Kingston - Downtown Seattle
Immediate Term - Cross-Sound Routes of Regional Significance

Figure 3-9	 Kingston - Downtown Seattle  
Route Overview
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Seattle - Kingston

Route Overview
Route length: 17.4 nmi

Demand: 920 daily,	
233,680 annual

Schedule 
frequency:

M-F:	
  Peak: hourly	
  Mid-day:  2 hours

Max. speed: 30 knots
Crossing time: 37 minutes

Annual operational costs:  
$4.5 Million
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F igure 3-10	Kingston - Downtown Seattle  
Terminal Details
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For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.
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Kingston Terminal
Location:  Located immediately south of the existing WSF terminal at the Port of Kingston..
Land Use

Existing: Rural town center, low- to medium-density development
Planned: Good likelihood of increased density in the future
Potential 
conflict:

Already being used as a ferry terminal, no land use conflicts exist. Kingston has previously offered POF 
service to Seattle from a terminal located immediately south of the existing WSF terminal. On the water 
side, vessel traffic may be encountered from the WSF terminal and the marina.  The Port of Kingston 
controls the harbor area.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The terminal provides side-loading berths for two vessels.

Waiting areas: An indoor waiting area already exists at the WSF terminal, and additional sheltered staging capacity exists 
on the covered terminal access walkway.

Dock and 
landside:

The existing Kingston Terminal is already well-equipped for POF service, although there are no ticket sales 
or customer service areas.

Access
Bicycle: Fair. Bike storage is provided. Bike facilities appear to be minimal in this area. Roadways have relatively 

wide shoulders, and recreational riding is popular. However, auto speeds are high, and local “bike route” 
generally consist of the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists.

Pedestrian: Good. The terminal is conducive to some walk-on passengers. The existing ferry terminal is located in a 
walkable rural town center, but commercial and residential destinations and attractions within 1/2 mile are 
limited. The terminal float and gangway access are ADA-accessible.

Park & Rides: n/a. Kiss-and-ride parking available at the Port of Kingston’s large parking lot adjacent to the 
terminal.

Transit from 
P&R:

n/a, But, Kitsap Transit has a solid reputation for providing ferry-supportive transit connections 
via routed busses and park-and-ride shuttles.

Transit: Kitsap Transit already serves this location. Transit service and access is fair, as transit frequencies are 
relatively low, and no routes or P&Rs connect points west.

Adjacent 
parking:

 
One paid parking lot exists at the Kingston Terminal, with 76 spaces.

Proposed Improvements
No significant improvements are likely to be necessary to provide POF service from this location.  
However, because the terminal has been unused for some time, minor repairs and maintenance 
may be necessary and non-critical amenities such as a customer service facility and ADA vessel 
access could be added.

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: $150,000 
Terminal improvement costs to provide POF service to Seattle are estimated at $150,000.
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Vessels
Number needed: 2
Recommended Vessel Type: 149-pax operating at 30kts
Special needs: None

Vessel capital costs:  
$6-10 Million

Fare Options 
Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (assumed) 18%
$7.60 40%
$11.40 60%

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $1.9 Million
Labor: $2.1 Million
Maintenance & 
insurance:

$540,000

Annual operational costs:  
$4.5 Million

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated but not tax financed:  The Port of Kingston will deliver service, 

relying on federal and state grants to fund capital needs and passenger fares to 
support the full cost of operations.

Promising funding sources Given that the Passenger-only Ferry Task force identified this route as a first tier 
priority for the state*, and depending on the strength and will of future congres-
sional delegations and the State Legislature, this route could receive earmark 
funds, FHWA STP funds, State POF grants, or subsidies from WSF in 
addition to fares, property taxes and likely FTA grants.  This route could be 
subsidized by potential joint development ventures in the vicinity of Colman 
Dock.

Kingston - Downtown Seattle

* Washington State Legislature, 2006. “Passenger-only Ferry Task Force’s Report to the Joint Transportation Committee, pg.7.
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Southworth/Manchester Beach -  
Downtown Seattle
Immediate Term - Cross-Sound Routes of Regional Significance
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Figure 3-11	Southworth/Manchester Beach - Seattle  
Route Overview

Route Overview
Route length: 9.7 nmi

Demand: Daily: 1,870	
Annual: 474,980

Schedule 
frequency:

M-F: Peak:  hourly	
        Mid-day:  90 min

Max. speed: 30 knots
Crossing time: 22 minutes

Annual operational costs:  
$3.9 Million

Note: Three terminal options were consid-
ered for this route. Analysis indicates that 
a Southworth terminus is most promising. 
This section focuses only on the South-
worth terminal rather than discussing Man-
chester Beach or Harper’s Pier in depth.



Page 3-31 

Im
m

ediate Term
: P

roposed C
ross-S

ound R
outes

F igure 3-12	Southworth - Downtown Seattle 
Terminal DetailsSeattle - Southworth - Manchester Beach
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For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.
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Figure 3-13	Manchester Beach - Downtown Seattle 
Terminal DetailsSeattle-Southworth-Manchester Beach
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Southworth Terminal
Location:  Anticipated to be immediately southeast of the existing WSF ferry terminal..
Land Use

Existing: Low density rural. Area currently used as a ferry terminal for WSF auto ferry.
Planned: Small likelihood of increased densities in the future.
Potential 
conflict:

Because the location is currently being used as a ferry terminal, POF service would provide 
a minimal impact on the local community.  However, the area is a view corridor, with the 
potential for impacts to residential views.  

Environmental issues are also a factor, as there are known eelgrass beds surrounding the 
terminal, particularly to the south.  Any terminal must be designed to minimize shading 
impacts and avoid being placed over eelgrass beds.  Shallow water depths will require a long 
trestle. Marine traffic may be encountered due to the presence of the WSF terminal.  Be-
cause of the nature of the Southworth-Vashon-Fauntleroy triangle route, the auto ferry must 
often turn around near the terminal.  A POF operator must be aware of these traffic issues 
and plan accordingly.

Existing Facilities
Berths: Because no POF terminal currently exists, the number of berths available is dependent on 

the final design of the terminal float.  Previous prototype terminal float designs have up to 
four berths (two side-loading, two bow-loading).

Waiting areas: An indoor waiting area already exists at the WSF terminal.  It is anticipated that this space 
can be shared with a future POF terminal.

Dock and 
landside:

No facilities currently exist to provide POF service from Southworth.  However, the existing 
WSF terminal could possibly serve as the basis for POF infrastructure.

Access
Bicycle: Fair. The Southworth terminal is located along bike paths, and bike racks are already pres-

ent. However, bike facilities for novice riders are limited. There is access from the terminal to 
recreational routes, but these generally consist of the use of road shoulders, which may be 
more appropriate for experienced cyclists.

Pedestrian: Poor. The rural location and limited destinations make pedestrian access less attractive and 
unlikely. Many streets in the immediate vicinity also lack sidewalks, and shoulders on road-
ways are intermittent. Previous POF terminal plans were developed to be ADA-compliant.

Park & Rides: P&R lot at a church located 1/2 mile away from the terminal. Kiss-and-ride access can be 
provided at the east end of the parking lot.

Transit from 
P&R:

 
Yes. Kitsap Transit provides bus service connecting with park & rides.

Transit: Kitsap Transit already provides routed bus service to the Southworth terminal. Transit service 
is fair given densities and projected ridership.

Adjacent 
parking:

Paid parking is available in a large lot west of the terminal, with approximately 340 parking 
spaces.

Proposed Improvements
The most recent terminal design concepts, developed by Kitsap Transit, situate a new ter-
minal float to the southeast of the existing terminal.  An additional access walkway will likely 
need to be added to the existing pier and be connected via a trestle and gangway to the 
terminal float.  The State Dept. of Natural Resources controls the site. Bus frequencies would 
need to be increased and P&R lots would likely be needed at points west and northwest of 
the terminal.

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: $5.5 Million 
Kitsap Transit plans have estimated capital improvement costs of $5.5 Million.

For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.
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Vessels
Number needed: 2
Recommended Vessel Type: 149-pax operating at 30kts
Special needs: None

Vessel capital costs:  
$6-10 Million

Fare Options 
Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (assumed) 41%
$3.30 40%
$5.00 60%

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $1.5 Million
Labor: $1.9 Million
Maintenance & 
insurance:

$515,000

Annual operational costs:  
$3.9 Million

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  One organizational option is for a new 

PTBA to be set up in Kitsap County, allowing Kitsap Transit to set up and deliver 
service using new sales taxes and MVET funds. A variation on this would be a 
public-public partnership between Kitsap and King Counties.  

A second option under this model is for the service to be assumed by a Region-
al Transportation Authority.  This would require legislative action and approval.  
Elements of service delivery and/or maintenance could be contracted out to a 
private entity.

Publicly operated, but not tax financed:  Like the Kingston POF business model, 
under this scenario the Port of Manchester would deliver service, relying on 
federal and state grants to fund capital needs, and passenger fares to sup-
port the full cost of operations.  This, of course, assumes a terminal located at 
Manchester Beach.

Promising funding sources Given one of the above proposed models for public operation, funding for this 
route would derive from some combination of fares, sales taxes, property 
taxes, MVET funds, Port District Funds, General Fund contributions, 
and/or FTA grants. Depending on the strength and will of future congressional 
delegations, this route could receive earmark funds, or State POF Grants. 
This route could also be subsidized by potential joint development ventures in 
the vicinity of Colman Dock or even in downtown Manchester.

Southworth/Manchester Beach - Downtown Seattle
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The routes in this category have the potential to 
develop a viable market and operations plan in the 
medium-term, defined as within the next four to 
ten years.  However, they would require demon-
stration testing, further enhanced markets, im-
proved landside connections, capital investment, 
and/or land use and development changes.

Potential Future  
Cross-Sound Routes

Port Orchard – Seattle  
In the immediate-term, the Port Or-
chard market would be served by the 
Bremerton – Seattle route, connected 
by the Kitsap Transit Foot Ferry from 
Port Orchard and Annapolis, and the 
Southworth/Manchester – Seattle ser-
vice to the south.  In the medium-term, 
direct peak-period service between Port 
Orchard and Seattle would likely be vi-
able.  If this direct service were in place, 
it would draw some ridership from both 
the Bremerton and the Southworth/
Manchester routes to Seattle.

Bainbridge – Des Moines  
This route would provide Kitsap resi-
dents a more direct connection to Sea-
Tac Airport.  Its success would rely on 
dedicated transit shuttle service between 
the Des Moines terminal and the Air-
port. 

•

•

Potential Future  
King County Route

Kirkland – University of Washington.  
King County cited this route as 
among the first for demonstration 
testing, probably in 2010.  Due to 
challenges with terminal siting at the 
UW (partially due to ongoing light rail 
construction), it would probably be 
at least four years before a permanent 
terminal could be sited with good 
landside access.

•

Medium Term (4-10 years):
Routes with Potential to Develop



Page 3-36 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

Port Orchard - Downtown Seattle
Medium Term - Cross-Sound Routes with Potential to Develop
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Figure 3-14	Por t Orchard - Downtown Seattle  
Route Overview

Route Overview
Route length: 14.8 nmi

Demand: Daily: 1,740 	
Annual: 441,960

Schedule 
frequency:

 
M-F: Peak:  40 min

Max. speed: 30 knots
Crossing time: 32 minutes

Annual operational costs:  
$5.4 Million

Note: This route is part of a larger catchment area. If this service were offered, it would draw some riders away from 
other routes.
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F igure 3-14	Por t Orchard - Downtown Seattle  
Route Overview

Figure 3-15	Por t Orchard - Downtown Seattle 
Terminal DetailsSeattle - Port Orchard
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For a discussion of the Port Orchard terminal, see pp. 3-18. 	
For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.
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Port Orchard Terminal
Location:  Located at the end of Sidney Avenue in downtown Port Orchard.
Land Use

Existing: Low- to medium-density commercial area
Planned: Fair to good likelihood of increased densities in the future.
Potential 
conflict:

Already being used as a ferry terminal, no land use conflicts exist.  On the water side, vessel 
traffic may be encountered from the Kitsap Transit Foot Ferry and adjacent marina breakwater.  
Kitsap Transit controls the harbor lease at this location.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The Port Orchard terminal float provides side-loading berths for up to four vessels.  However, 

the terminal is currently being used by the Kitsap Transit Foot Ferry, with departures on the 
half-hour.  Negotiation for berthing space to accommodate additional POF service to Downtown 
Seattle would need to take place prior to service implementation.

Waiting areas: The terminal currently features a small sheltered waiting area and a number of benches both in-
side and outside the shelter.  Additionally, a small park with additional benches and picnic tables 
is located on the landside.  Kitsap transit customer service offices and restrooms are available at 
the head of the gangway.

Dock and 
landside:

 
The Port Orchard terminal is already a fully-operational passenger ferry terminal.

Access
Bicycle: Fair. Bicycle facilities for novice riders are limited in the vicinity. However, it appears that traffic 

volumes are low. Access does exist from the terminal to recreational routes, but these generally 
consist of the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists. 
No bicycle lockers or racks are currently present.

Pedestrian: Good. Located in a small, walkable town center, the terminal is conducive to walk-on passen-
gers.  Some destinations are located within 1/2 mile radius of the existing Port Orchard foot ferry 
terminal. The terminal is fully ADA-accessible.

Park & Rides: Existing P&R lots in town and to the south and east of town, though not to the west. A kiss-and-
ride turnaround exists at the end of Sidney Avenue.

Transit from 
P&R:

n/a, But, Kitsap Transit has a solid reputation for providing ferry-supportive transit connections 
via routed busses and park-and-ride shuttles.

Transit: Good. Given current densities and land uses, Kitsap Transit already provides good service to 
this location, with four buses per hour today.

Adjacent 
parking:

 
A number of paid, permit and timed parking lots are available near the ferry terminal.

Proposed Improvements
No significant improvements are likely to be necessary to provide POF service from this loca-
tion.  However, non-critical amenities may be desirable, such as bike lockers, float-to-boat ADA 
access, and additional covered passenger staging areas.

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: 
Terminal improvement costs to provide POF service to Seattle appear negligible.
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Vessels
Number needed: 3
Recommended Vessel Type: 149-pax operating at 30 kts.
Special needs: Low wake design

Vessel capital costs:  
$9-15 Million

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $2.1 million
Labor: $2.6 million
Maintenance & 
insurance:

$706,000

Annual operational costs:  
$5.4 Million

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  One organizational option is for a new 

PTBA to be set up in Kitsap County, allowing Kitsap Transit to deliver service 
using new sales taxes, property taxes, and/or MVET funds. 

A second option under this model is for the service to be assumed by a Region-
al Transportation Authority.  This would require legislative action and approval.  
Elements of service delivery and/or maintenance could be contracted out to a 
private entity.

Promising funding sources Given one of the above proposed models for public operation, funding for this 
route would derive from some combination of fares, sales taxes, property 
taxes, MVET funds, General Fund contributions, and/or FTA grants. De-
pending on the strength and will of future congressional delegations, this route 
could receive earmark funds, or State POF Grants. This route could also be 
subsidized by potential joint development ventures in the vicinity of Colman 
Dock or even in downtown Port Orchard.

Port Orchard - Downtown Seattle
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Bainbridge Island - Des Moines
Medium Term - Cross-Sound Routes with Potential to Develop
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Figure 3-16	Bainbridge Island - Des Moines  
Route Overview

Route Overview
Route length: 23 nmi

Demand: 270 daily, 80,568 annual
Schedule 

frequency:
M-F: Peak:  hourly	

Mid-day:  90 min

Sat-Sun: 9 am - 6 pm	
every two hours

Max. speed: 30 knots
Crossing time: 48 minutes
Operational costs: $4.5 Million
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F igure 3-17	Bainbridge Island - Des Moines 
Terminal DetailsBainbridge - Des Moines

0 0.40.2
Miles

Æü
Æü

^̀

U

Winslow

G
ro

w

O
lym

pic

M
ad

is
on

Wing Point
Wyatt

Fe
rn

cl
iff

P
ar

k

E
ric

ks
en

Lo
ve

ll

C
av

e

W
oo

d

C
he

rry

A
ld

er

Parfitt

Dingley

Azalea

Bjune

Hawley

E
ag

le

Irene

Madrona

Wallace

Shepard

Isaac

Knechtel

Donald

Fi
nc

h

M
or

ril
l

Brien

Gilmore

Klickitat

Gideon

Shannon

N
or

m
an

Brookcliff

Willow

H
om

es
te

ad

G
ov

er
nm

en
t Fa

irv
ie

w

Tiffany M
eadow

s

Kale
eta

n

H
ar

bo
rv

ie
w

Fir Acres

K
uko

Stetson

M
ad

ro
ne

R
ob

in
w

oo
d

M
ad

ro
na

Wallace Alder

Fa
irv

ie
w

305

Seattle-Bainbridge

^̀

Des Moines Beach Park

Des Moines Park

16
th

10
th

6t
h

223rd

222nd

8t
h

13
th

216th

Dock
M

ar
in

e 
Vi

ew

12th

230th

9t
h

11
th

15
th

14
th

219th

4t
h 7t

h

228th

Neb
o

218th5t
h

Cl
iff

226th

225th

220th

1st

17th231st

Jo
rda

n

229th

227th

Apple

3r
d

224th

Kent Des Moines

215th

Rainbow

Hummingbird

12
th

10
th

12
th

219th

224th

6t
h

224th

7t
h

6t
h

8t
h

12th

218th

11
th

Cliff

220th

6t
h

11
th

216th
13

th4t
h

5t
h

218th

225th

15
th

15
th5th

14
th4t
h

226th

13
th

227th

Des Moines

0 0.50.25
Miles

0 0.50.25
Miles

^̀ Potential Terminals

Proposed POF Route
Long-Term

Existing Ferry Routes
WSF Auto/Passenger

Bus Routes
Trails
Parks

Parking Facility
Park & RideÆüü

Existing Terminal

Data Source: 
PSRC, ESRI, Kitsap County



Page 3-42 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

Bainbridge Island Terminal
Location:  A Bainbridge Island POF terminal would most likely be located immediately northeast of the 
existing WSF ferry terminal, although a second possible site is at the Eagle Harbor maintenance facility to 
the southwest..
Land Use

Existing: Medium density development
Planned: Good likelihood of increased densities in the future.
Potential 
conflict:

Already being used as a ferry terminal, no land use conflicts exist.  The sea floor at the 
potential float site may not be in the WSF harbor lease area. Due to the significant amount 
of construction necessary to build a POF terminal, environmental impact issues are very 
likely.  Additional environmental investigation would be necessary to determine the extent of 
environmental impact and necessary mitigation.

Existing Facilities
Berths: At least one berth will be necessary to provide service.  However, because a standard 

terminal float would need to be installed, up to four berths may be provided (2 bow-loading, 2 
side-loading).

Waiting areas: A large indoor waiting area already exists at the WSF terminal.  It is anticipated that this 
space can be shared with a future POF terminal.  However, the anticipated distance and 
elevation change from the WSF waiting area to a potential POF terminal is great, and would 
likely require an additional outdoor waiting area closer to the terminal float.

Dock and 
landside:

Bainbridge Island is one of the busiest ferry terminals in the WSF system.  All auto ferry-re-
lated facilities, including the large concrete pier, are in good condition.  However, no POF-re-
lated infrastructure currently exists.

Access
Bicycle: Good. Secure bike storage is already provided, and many WSF passengers access the ferry 

by bicycle. Bainbridge Marina appears to be difficult to navigate, however, there is access 
from the terminal to recreational routes. These generally consist of the use of road shoul-
ders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists.  

Pedestrian: Good. Located in Bainbridge Island’s town center (Winslow), the site is conducive to walk-
on passengers. However, the ferry terminal has been designed to transport vehicles, and 
pedestrians have been allocated few crosswalks and virtually no landscaped barriers to the 
high volume of cars.

Park & Rides: Several located along the SR 305 corridor.
Transit from 

P&R:
Kitsap Transit bus routes serve a number of park-and-rides in the SR 305 corridor and carry 
a large number of passengers to the Bainbridge Island terminal every weekday.

Transit: Excellent. The location is a transit hub, and Kitsap Transit serves the terminal at high fre-
quencies.  Kitsap Transit, which operates service on Bainbridge Island and in North Kitsap 
County, designs its service to pulse with ferry connections. Flexcars are also available at the 
terminal.

Proposed Improvements and Costs continued on the next page
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Bainbridge Island Terminal
Adjacent 
parking:

Kiss-and-ride access and three large paid parking lots with over 1,000 spaces are already 
available within two blocks of the terminal. However, parking capacity has not increased in 
the last 25 years, and the lots are currently at capacity during the day.  

Proposed Improvements
It is likely that another park-and-ride would be needed north of the terminal, adjacent to SR-
305. Since no POF infrastructure is in place, significant improvement would be necessary to 
provide POF service.

One location for a POF terminal is immediately northeast of the auto ferry slip.  A trestle 
routed underneath the existing auto ferry boarding gangway would be necessary to connect 
with a terminal float.  Passenger access to the base of the pier from the terminal would need 
to be improved, as the terminal building cannot connect with a POF float via the overhead 
gangway due to its height.  A new float would need to be installed, and pile driving will be 
necessary.

Another potential location for a POF terminal is immediately south of the ferry pier.  Only 
minor pier improvements would be necessary for this location to provide safe passenger ac-
cess from the terminal building.  However, this arrangement presents problems due to pas-
senger traffic crossing the path of the vehicle boarding roadway.  A gangway would connect 
the pier with a new terminal float, for which pile driving would be necessary.

A list of basic necessary improvements includes:

Standard terminal float
Terminal float piles
120’ gangway
Rider information
Signage and wayfinding upgrades
Pier surface modification to provide a path from the terminal building
Outdoor waiting area cover and seating near terminal float

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: $6-10 Million 
Construction of a terminal at this location will require significant engineering analysis that is outside the 
scope of this study.  Because of the number of unknowns, significant variation from the estimate may 
occur.  The cost of the above improvements is estimated to be between $6 and $10 Million.



Page 3-44 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

Des Moines Terminal
Location:  The most suitable location for a Des Moines POF terminal is along the fishing pier at the north 
end of the Des Moines marina.
Land Use

Existing: Medium-density development, multi-family and commercial zoning.
Planned: Good likelihood of increased densities in the future.
Potential 
conflict:

The pier is currently used for fishing and other recreational uses.  Significant recreational boat 
traffic exists south of the pier, and fishing poles are usually cast from the north side.  While the 
boat traffic is a concern, sufficient space exists to the south of the pier for a float to be construct-
ed and a POF to maneuver.

Existing Facilities
Berths: Because no POF terminal location exists, the number of berths is dependent on the design of the 

float.  It is anticipated that a reasonable float design would provide side-loading berths for up to 
two vessels.

Waiting areas: Passengers would most likely wait at the base of or along the pier.
Dock and 
landside:

The Des Moines fishing pier is approximately 700’ long and is made of concrete.  The pier rises 
approximately 25’ above the water line. Landside facilities include a small area with picnic tables, 
a bike rack, and a public restroom.

Access
Bicycle: Good. There is good bicycle accessibility and bike racks are available. Des Moines has a num-

ber of relatively low-traffic streets that are suitable for riding. Within three miles, cyclists have 
access to the Regional Green River Trail, although crossings of I-5 appear to be slightly difficult.

Pedestrian: Good. The location is moderately conducive to walk-on passengers, although it is a significant 
walk uphill to the center of Des Moines. The Des Moines marina is surrounded by multi-family 
and commercial zoning, the appropriate set of land uses to encourage walking.

Park & Rides: Kiss-and-ride access is available in the large parking lot east of the pier.
Transit from 

P&R:
 
n/a

Transit: Poor. Transit service and access is poor, with only 2-3 buses per hour, and poor connections to 
key destinations such as Sea-Tac Airport and Southcenter. Routes are distant, located almost 
half a mile from the end of the pier, uphill, along Marine View Drive.

Adjacent 
parking:

200 stalls at the north end of the marina; many other lots nearby. Parking is free, utilization is 
low-medium.

Proposed Improvements
Two park-and-rides exist, one to the west and one to the south of Des Moines. An additional 
park and ride may be needed to the north of Des Moines in order to support POF service and 
accommodate passengers from the north. Any new park-and-ride would require more analysis 
by King County Metro to select a location. Significant improvement will be necessary to provide 
a POF terminal at this location. The height of the pier makes construction of an ADA-accessible 
gangway to the waterline a challenge.  Assuming a 25’ height, an accessible gangway would 
need to be at least 300’, not including necessary landings.  The pier would need to be modified 
to provide a side access to the gangway.  It may be possible to secure a terminal float to the 
existing pier, but this would warrant additional study.  If the float cannot be secured to the pier, 
pile driving will be necessary.

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: $6-10 Million -  
                                                                    based on the assumed location 
Construction of a terminal at this location will require significant engineering analysis that is outside the scope 
of this study.  Because of the number of unknowns, significant variation from the estimate may occur.  The 
cost of the above improvements is estimated to be between $6 and $10 Million.
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Vessels
Number needed: 2
Recommended Vessel Type: 80-pax operating at 30kts
Special needs: None

Vessel capital costs:  
$4-8 Million

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $1.4 million
Labor: $2.6 million
Maintenance & 
insurance:

$450,000

Annual operational costs:  
$4.5 Million

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  There are three possible organizational 

structures under this model. First, the route could be operated by the King 
County Ferry District and funded by property taxes, in this case, vessel mainte-
nance and moorage would be contracted to an outside shipyard.

A second option is for a new PTBA to be set up in Kitsap County, allowing Kit-
sap Transit to deliver the service using new sales taxes, property taxes, and/or 
MVET funds.  

A third option is for the service to be assumed by a Regional Transportation 
Authority.  This would require legislative action and approval.

Promising funding sources Given one of the above proposed models for public operation, funding for this 
route would derive from some combination of fares, sales taxes, property 
taxes, MVET funds, General Fund contributions, and/or FTA grants. The 
route could also be subsidized by potential joint development ventures in the 
vicinity of the Winslow Terminal or downtown Des Moines.  It could even be 
eligible for subsidy from the Port of Seattle, assuming targeted bus connec-
tions to Sea-Tac Airport.

Bainbridge Island - Des Moines
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Kirkland - University of Washington
Medium Term - King County Routes with Potential to Develop
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! ! ! ! POF Routes - Year Round
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405

Data Source: PSRC

Figure 3-18	Kirkland - UW Route Overview

Route Overview
Route length: 6.0 nmi

Demand: Daily: 420	
Annual: 106,680

Schedule 
frequency:

M-F: Peak:  hourly

Max. speed: 22 knots
Crossing time: 20 minutes
Annual operational costs:  

$2.4 Million
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F igure 3-19	Kirkland - UW Terminal DetailsBainbridge - Des Moines
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Kirkland Terminal
Location:  Kirkland POF service would be provided from the end of the main pier at Marina Park, in 
downtown Kirkland.
Land Use

Existing: Downtown, mixed-use core with high levels of multi-family housing
Planned: Plans for increased densities in the future.
Potential 
conflict:

No serious land-use conflicts exist.  The pier is currently used for Argosy tours and recre-
ational boat guest moorage.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The existing 400’ pier provides side-loading berthing space for multiple vessels.

Waiting areas: Kirkland passengers would stage either on or at the base of the pier.  Park restrooms and 
seating exist at the base of the pier.

Dock and 
landside:

The existing timber pier is in moderate-to-good condition and is currently used by a large 
Argosy tour boat.  On the landside, the park features benches and public restrooms.  Exist-
ing facilities are ADA-accessible.

Access
Bicycle: Good. Bike racks are already provided. Kirkland has relatively low-volume streets with many 

alternative route options along quite residential streets. The city has developed a base biking 
network, with 41 miles of bike facilities built as of 2001. Bike connections to the marina were 
indicated as high priority projects in the 2001 plan.

Pedestrian: Good. Located in an urban downtown area with many shops, restaurants, and housing, the 
terminal is highly conducive to walk-on passengers. Kirkland offers a pleasant pedestrian 
environment with numerous green open spaces, multifamily dwellings, and commercial 
destinations located immediately adjacent to the terminal. Parking appears to be buffered by 
landscaping to improve the walking connections between the terminal and the main com-
mercial area.

Park & Rides: Various located around Kirkland.
Transit from 

P&R:
At least two park and rides are served by downtown Kirkland transit routes.

Transit: Excellent. Downtown Kirkland is already well-served with high-frequency transit, with 15 
inbound and 18 outbound buses per hour. Though, passengers must walk more than 1,000 
feet to the bus routes on Central Way/Market St.

Adjacent 
parking:

There is very limited parking within a few blocks of the public marina. Kiss-and-ride and 
time-limited parking are available at the park’s parking lot.  Paid garage and lot parking are 
located throughout the area.

Proposed Improvements
Minimal improvement would be necessary to provide POF service at this location.  Needed 
terminal improvements include:

Installation of fendering on existing pier
Rider information
Signage and wayfinding upgrades

Additionally, a covered waiting area may be desired.  This could be constructed at the base 
of the pier, near the park restrooms.

•
•
•

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: $200,000
The cost of the above improvements is estimated at less than $200,000.
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University of Washington Terminal
Location:  The most likely location for a UW terminal is at the southern Waterfront Activities Center (WAC) 
float southeast of Husky Stadium. This assumed WAC location presents several concerns, including conflicts 
and noise affecting the recreational boating community; speed restrictions west of Webster Point that would 
reduce the travel time benefits of POF; and poor landside connections. In fact, the low ridership estimates for 
this route largely result from access and egress issues (i.e. there are no destinations close to the shore). We 
suggest that the King County Ferry District focus on developing conceptual feeder and distribution routes 
as an integral part of their system planning. Another possible terminal location was considered inside the 
channel adjacent to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), but analysis indicates 
that this option inside the Ship Canal presents even greater speed constraints, and passengers walking to 
and from the terminal would face the considerable physical barrier created by the University of Washington 
Medical Center. This section therefore focuses only on the UW terminal location outside of the Ship Canal, at 
the southern WAC float, even though this location too is not without flaws. 
Land Use

Existing: The terminal area is characterized by high density mixed-use development
Planned: Likelihood of increased densities in the future
Potential 
conflict:

The location is currently the university’s Waterfront Activities Center.  From the water side, ves-
sel access is speed-limited due to the approach to the Montlake cut and speed restrictions west 
of Webster Point. Measures would need to be taken to ensure boaters’ safety in the significant 
amount of small, non-powered boat traffic (sailboats, canoes) from the WAC.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The current float has side-loading berthing space for up to two vessels.  A replacement float 

would likely be of a similar size.
Waiting areas: No suitable area currently.  Passengers would likely wait on land at an improved waiting area.

Dock and 
landside:

The existing 110’x12’ timber float is in very poor condition and would need to be entirely 
replaced prior to service. The float is connected with the landside via a short set of 3 stairs and 
is not ADA-accessible.  The float is secured to concrete piles that could possibly be re-used. 
From the water side, speed restrictions and recreational boaters are a concern (see “Potential 
Conflict,” above). Landside conditions are also poor for POF service, due to physical barriers 
such as the WAC parking lot and upcoming on-going construction of the LINK light rail terminal. 
We suggest that the King County Ferry District focus on developing conceptual feeder 
and distribution routes as an integral part of their system planning. .

Access
Bicycle: Good. Cyclists can access the Burke Gilman regional trail as well as find connections to Seattle 

neighborhoods. The terminal location is along a bike path, although no bike racks exist near the 
float. A gravel trail connects the float with the small parking lot and bike path.  An asphalt path 
connects the bike path to the Husky Stadium parking lot up a short hill.

Pedestrian: Poor. The development associated with Husky Stadium is not currently conducive to pedestrian 
movements. Sidewalks and pedestrian pathways do exist along the water and Montlake Bou-
levard, but quality connections are lacking across Montlake Boulevard and to the UW, adjacent 
housing, and commercial uses. The terminal’s location on a university campus and along a 
bike path make it somewhat conducive to walk-on passengers, but the terminal is located uphill 
and involves at least a 1,200-foot walk across the large parking lot to Montlake Boulevard. The 
parking lot around the Water Activity Center will be largely torn out during construction for the 
LINK light rail terminal, and UW is also considering other capital expansion projects in this loca-
tion, including adding a parking garage. Because this area will be under construction for many 
of the coming years, pedestrian access will not only present a physical problem and nuisance 
to walkers, but will also present a liability issue for the state.

Park & Rides: Multiple park and rides throughout the Seattle region
Access and Proposed Improvements & Costs continued on the next page
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University of Washington Terminal
Access (continued)

Transit from 
P&R:

Multiple regional transit routes connect to regional park and rides. These connections will be 
strengthened by LINK light rail.

Transit: Good. The location is already well-served with transit along Montlake Boulevard, though 
again, this is quite a hike from the terminal. Future LINK light rail proximate to the terminal 
will also connect to many regional bus services.

Adjacent 
parking:

Kiss-and-ride and permit parking are already available at the stadium’s parking lot. However, 
it is unclear whether the nearby university-owned lots could be used for POF terminal park-
ing.

Proposed Improvements
Significant improvement will be necessary to provide POF service from this location.  The 
scope of needed improvements will require additional study.  A preliminary list of anticipated 
improvements includes:

Replacement of the existing 110’x12’ timber float with a slightly larger concrete float with 
fendering.
A short 20’-30’ gangway for float access
Paving of the float access pathway
Rider information
Signage and wayfinding upgrades
Seating and a covered waiting area
Adequate lighting for the float and walkway
Bike racks or lockers

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: $6-8 Million 
The cost of the above improvements is estimated to be between $6 and 8 Million.
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Vessels
Number needed: 1
Recommended Vessel Type: 80-pax operating at 22kts
Special needs: None

Vessel capital costs:  
$2-4 Million

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $283,000
Labor: $1.9 million
Maintenance & 
insurance:

$212,000

Annual operational costs:  
$2.4 Million

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  This route would be operated by the King 

County Ferry District and funded by property taxes.  
Promising funding sources In addition to fares, property taxes and likely FTA grants, this route could 

be subsidized by potential joint development ventures at UW and downtown 
Kirkland. Given the ability for this route to reduce SOV travel across Lake 
Washington, it may qualify for CMAQ funds.  When the 520 Bridge undergoes 
replacement, the route could qualify for Transportation Mitigation Funding.  
Additionally, future toll revenues collected on the 520 Bridge could potentially 
fund this route. If an emergency transportation authority were created, the route 
may qualify for emergency/evacuation funds as it would be a viable back-up 
option should the SR 520 bridge go out of service in an emergency.

Kirkland - University of Washington
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These routes are probably not viable within the 
next decade, but have the potential to develop 
a viable market in the longer-term (ten+ years).  
However, they would require demonstration 
testing, identification of feasible terminal loca-
tions, substantially enhanced markets, improved 
landside connections, significant capital invest-
ment or operating subsidy, and/or land use and 
development changes.

Potential Future  
Cross-Sound Route

Suquamish - Seattle  In the immedi-
ate and medium term, Suquamish 
markets would be served by Kington 
– Seattle service as well as the existing 
WSF Bainbridge – Seattle auto ferry. In 
the long-term, direct service between 
Suquamish and Seattle could become 
viable. Although this study assumed a 
general docking location somewhere on 
Suquamish’s waterfront, planning for 
the redeveloped community pier pre-
cludes accommodation of future POF 
service at that site, and no other dock-
ing location has been identified. Fur-
thermore, the Suquamish Tribe has not 
endorsed a POF route to Suquamish. 
More analysis and coordination with 
the Suquamish Tribe would be necessary 
in order to evaluate potential sites, and 
the Tribe would need to endorse any 
future service and docking sites.  Finally, 
If direct Suquamish-Seattle service were 
in place, it would draw some ridership 
from both the Kingston – Seattle POF 
and the Bainbridge – Seattle WSF auto 
ferry service, another reason this route 

•

has been recommended for the longer-
term.

Potential Future  
King County Routes

Kenmore – University of Washington

Renton – Leschi

Des Moines - Seattle

Shilshole - Seattle 

All of these routes were identified by King County 
as potential demonstration routes for POF service, 
but have not yet undergone intensive market or 
feasibility analysis.  According to the modeling 
results and analytical approach to this Regional 
Passenger-only Ferry Study, none of these routes 
would be viable in the immediate- or medium-
terms. The study team set a threshold number 
of daily riders that would need to be reached in 
order to initiate POF service.  None of the Lake 
Washington routes studied (other than Kirkland 
– University of Washington) met that set thresh-
old.

It should be noted that these daily ridership 
numbers are based on model estimates. A number 
of factors combine to produce low ridership esti-
mates on the Lake Washington routes, including 
weak markets, difficulty in siting terminals, lack 
of density, and competing landside transporta-
tion connections that offer competitive travel 
times. On the Seattle side especially, access and 
egress issues where landside destinations are far 
from the shore greatly impacted the low ridership 
estimates. 

•

•

•

•

Long Term (beyond 10 years):
Routes that May Become Viable in the Future
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However, this does not mean the routes could not 
become viable in the longer term, and they, along 
with other potential King County demonstration 
routes, should undergo further analysis as part 
of the next planning phase of the King County 
Ferry District. KCFD should undertake line-level 
analysis to determine demand, and would be well 
advised to focus on developing conceptual feeder 
and distribution routes as an integral part of their 
system planning. 
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Suquamish - Downtown Seattle
Long-term:  Cross-Sound Route that May Become Viable in the Future
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Figure 3-20	Suquamish - Downtown Seattle  
Route Overview

Route Overview
Route length: 15 nmi

Max. speed: 30 knots
Crossing time: 32 minutes
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F igure 3-21	Suquamish - Downtown Seattle  
Terminal Details

For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.

Seattle - Suquamish
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Suquamish Terminal
Location:  While this route has been deemed potentially viable in the long-term, no adequate site in 
Suquamish has yet been identified that would support POF service. If this route were to move forward, it would 
require finding a docking site in coordination with the Suquamish Tribe, and final endorsement by the Tribe.
Land Use

Existing: Suquamish is characterized by low density rural development.
Planned: Little likelihood of increased densities in the future.
Potential 
conflict:

Additional study would be necessary to determine potential environmental conflicts at any dock-
ing location evaluated in the future.

Existing Facilities
Berths: At least 1 berth will be necessary for POF service.  However, because a standard terminal float 

would need to be installed, up to four berths may be provided (2 bow-loading, 2 side-loading).
Waiting areas: If a new facility is constructed, passenger waiting areas would need to be included.

Dock and 
landside:

The dock and landside conditions would need to be considered when selecting a terminal site, 
should this route move forward.

Access
Bicycle: Fair. There are recreational routes in the area, but these generally consist of the use of road 

shoulders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists. Bike facilities for novice rid-
ers are limited in this vicinity.

Pedestrian: Fair. Suquamish lacks complete coverage of sidewalks and like many other more rural potential 
sites, the land uses are oriented toward vehicles rather than pedestrians.

Park & Rides: n/a, as no docking site has been established.
Transit from 

P&R:
Kitsap Transit has a solid reputation for providing ferry-supportive transit connections via park-
and-ride shuttles, service that would be beneficial if this route moves forward.

Transit: n/a
Adjacent 
parking:

n/a 

Proposed Improvements
Though no terminal location has been selected, any POF terminal would require:

Standard terminal float and gangway
Outdoor waiting area cover and seating
Rider information, and signage and wayfinding upgrades
Restroom and customer service space

•
•
•
•

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: Unknown 
Because no docking site has been identified, it is impossible to estimate terminal costs at this time.
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Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  One organizational option is for a new 

PTBA to be set up in Kitsap County, allowing Kitsap Transit to deliver service 
using new sales taxes, property taxes, and/or MVET funds.  

A second option under this model is for the service to be assumed by a Region-
al Transportation Authority.  This would require legislative action and approval.  
Elements of service delivery and/or maintenance could be contracted out to a 
private entity.

Promising funding sources Given one of the above proposed models for public operation, funding for this 
route would derive from some combination of fares, sales taxes, property 
taxes, MVET funds, General Fund contributions, and/or FTA grants. De-
pending on the strength and will of future congressional delegations, this route 
could receive earmark funds, or State POF Grants. This route could also be 
subsidized by potential joint development ventures in the vicinity of Colman 
Dock, contributions from the Clearwater Casino who would benefit substan-
tially from the service, or even toll revenues from any future tolls leveraged on 
the Agate Pass Bridge.

Suquamish - Downtown Seattle
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Route Overview
Route length: 8.3 nmi

Max. speed: 22 knots
Crossing time: 28 minutes

Figure 3-22	University of  Washington - Kenmore  
Route Overview
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F igure 3-23	University of  Washington - Kenmore 
Terminal Details
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Kenmore Terminal
Location:  The most likely location for a Kenmore terminal is at the existing public pier at Tracy Owen 
Station Park.
Land Use

Existing: Mostly low density development
Planned: No changes are planned near the pier location. Kenmore is planning a town center development 

over 1/2 mile east of the dock.
Potential 
conflict:

No serious land-use conflicts exist.  That said, the constrained site does not allow for much in the 
way of POF-related services, such as parking.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The 550’ pier has sufficient berthing space for multiple vessels.

Waiting areas: Many passengers will choose to wait on the pier.  However, park seating is available on land at 
the base of the pier.

Dock and 
landside:

The existing 550’ concrete pier is in moderate condition and is suitable for POF use.  Landside 
park facilities are in good condition.   All facilities are ADA-accessible.

Access
Bicycle: Good. Tracy Owen Station Park is located on the Burke Gilman Trail, making it very accessible 

by bicycle and possibly some walkers. The Burke Gilman continues west along Lake Wash-
ington, and south through the University of Washington with connections to downtown Seattle. 
However, bike connections and intersection crossings across Bothell Way appear to be less than 
ideal.

Pedestrian: Poor. Located in a suburban area, the terminal is not particularly conducive to walk-on pas-
sengers. Although some businesses and restaurants exist on nearby Bothell Way, the marina 
appears to be very disconnected from these housing/commercial uses across the street. There 
currently exists only one pedestrian crossing on this six-lane roadway. The proposed terminal 
has some pedestrian walkways through park areas and new multi-family development. Side-
walks exist, but they are not consistently applied.

Park & Rides: Two connected by transit.
Transit from 

P&R:
 
Two connected by transit routes.

Transit: Fair to good. The location is already well-served with transit on Bothell Way, although the road is 
up a short but steep hill.

Adjacent 
parking:

 
Kiss-and-ride and ample time-limited parking are already available at the park’s parking lot.

Proposed Improvements
Minimal improvement would be necessary to provide POF service at this location.  Needed 
terminal improvements include:

Installation of fendering on existing pier
Rider information
Signage and wayfinding upgrades

Additional improvements may include:
Seating and a covered waiting area on the pier

•
•
•

•
Total Proposed Improvement Costs: less than $200,000 
The cost of the above improvements is estimated at less than $200,000.



Page 3-63 

Long Term
: R

outes T
hat M

ay B
ecom

e V
iable in the Future

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  This route would be operated by the King 

County Ferry District and funded by property taxes.  
Promising funding sources In addition to fares, property taxes and likely FTA grants, this route could 

be subsidized by potential joint development ventures at UW and downtown 
Kirkland. Given the ability for this route to reduce SOV travel across Lake 
Washington, it may qualify for CMAQ funds.  When the 520 Bridge undergoes 
replacement, the route could qualify for Transportation Mitigation Funding.  
Additionally, future toll revenues collected on the 520 Bridge could potentially 
fund this route. If an emergency transportation authority were created, the route 
may qualify for emergency/evacuation funds as it would be a viable back-up 
option should the SR 520 bridge go out of service in an emergency.

University of Washington - Kenmore
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Route Overview
Route length: 7.1 nmi

Max. speed: 22 knots
Crossing time: 24 minutes

Figure 3-24	Renton - Leschi  
Route Overview
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F igure 3-25	Leschi - Renton  
Terminal Details
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Leschi Terminal
Location:  The most likely location for a terminal at Leschi is at the public float at the north end of the small 
marina at Leschi Park on Lakeside Avenue.
Land Use

Existing: Low- to medium-density housing, some commercial uses and multi-family housing on the lake-
front

Planned: Same
Potential 
conflict:

No serious land-use conflicts exist. However, ongoing use of the Leschi Park site is question-
able, given that it is funded by state IAC recreational funds, which may not allow long term POF 
use. POF service may have a small effect on recreational boat traffic, though disruption to the 
small marina’s operations is unlikely.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The north side of the float has approximately 140’ of side-loading berthing space.  This is suf-

ficient for at least one vessel.
Waiting areas: Passengers will wait on the float.

Dock and 
landside:

The existing float is made of timber and is approximately 140’x50’.  The float is in moderate-to-
good condition and is currently used as the berthing location for a tour vessel in December.  The 
float already has large cleats and some tire fendering.  The float is connected to the landside via 
a wide, 60’ timber ramp that appears to be ADA-accessible.  On the landside, a small parking lot 
exists adjacent to a restaurant.

Access
Bicycle: Fair. Lakeside Avenue is a major bike route, although no bike racks exist near the float. Cyclists 

can access the I-90 regional trail by traveling south 1/2 mile on a very low traffic street. The 
steep topography of the area may discourage some riders.

Pedestrian: Good. Located in a small town center with multiple shops, restaurants and apartments, the termi-
nal is highly conducive to walk-on passengers. Leschi’s medium density housing, neighborhood 
commercial uses, relatively narrow streets and frequent pedestrian crossing create an attractive 
walking environment. The adjacent neighborhoods’ non-traditional street layout and steep topog-
raphy, however, will make pedestrian connections somewhat problematic for many residents. 
Access to Lakeside Avenue is via a narrow walkway.

Park & Rides: n/a
Transit from 

P&R:
 
n/a

Transit: Fair. Only two buses per hour, but the bus stop is located quite close to the terminal location.
Adjacent 
parking:

Kiss-and-ride and time-limited parking are already available at the park’s large parking lot near 
the marina, and along Lakeside Avenue.

Proposed Improvements
Minimal improvement would be necessary to provide POF service at this location.  Needed 
terminal improvements include:

Installation of additional fendering on existing float
Rider information
Signage and wayfinding upgrades
Seating and a covered waiting area on the float

Additional improvements that would help accessibility include:
Reconfiguration of the north parking lot to accommodate wider pedestrian access from the 
float to Lakeside Avenue

•
•
•
•

•

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: less than $200,000 
The cost of the above improvements is estimated at less than $200,000.
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Renton Terminal
Location:  A Renton POF terminal is most likely to be located at the public pier at the City of Renton’s Gene 
Coulon Memorial Beach Park. Other potential sites exist; the following discussion addresses only the Coulon 
Park location.
Land Use

Existing: High density, mixed use
Planned: Same.
Potential 
conflict:

 
No serious land-use conflicts exist.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The current pier has an approximately 80’-long side-loading berthing location along the north-

west part of the pier.  This provides sufficient berthing space for one vessel.
Waiting areas: Passengers would most likely wait on the pier.  Uncovered seating exists next to the antici-

pated berth.  The southern corner of the pier provides a sheltered area with multiple benches.  
Additional covered waiting areas are available at the base of both ends of the pier.   Multiple 
restaurants provide additional, heated shelter at the base of the southern pier.  Restrooms are 
available at the base of the pier.

Dock and 
landside:

The existing fixed concrete pier is in good condition and is connected to the landside at two loca-
tions.  At the northern end, a sheltered picnic area is present.  The southern end features two 
restaurants, a picnic shelter and public restrooms.  Existing facilities are ADA-accessible.  

Access
Bicycle: Good. There is good bicycle accessibility and bike racks are already provided. The proposed 

terminal is adjacent to the regional Lake Washington Trail (running north along the lake) and the 
Cedar River Trail (extending southeast 4.5mi, south of the airport and Boeing plant). Though cur-
rently, bike connections to central Renton appear to be very difficult, new projects will add bicycle 
facilities to help cyclists navigate the high volume traffic on adjacent roadways.

Pedestrian: Good. The park is located near residential and commercial areas. The walking environment in 
the immediate vicinity appears to be favorable, with sidewalks, pedestrian pathways through 
pleasant green spaces, and some adjacent multifamily units. However, connections across I-405 
appear to be unfeasible for pedestrians looking to walk to destinations farther away than 1/2 
mile. Renton’s dense downtown core is located almost a mile away from the site.

Park & Rides: n/a
Transit from 

P&R:
 
n/a

Transit: Very good service exists a little less than a mile away in downtown Renton. Though current 
transit service to the assumed terminal location is poor, this will improve with upcoming projects. 
A bus route exists on nearby Northeast Park Drive, although this is approximately a half-mile 
from the terminal.  

Adjacent 
parking:

Plenty of parking exists throughout Coulon Park but is currently time-limited. Kiss-and-ride ac-
cess is easily provided at the parking lot.

Proposed Improvements
Minimal improvement necessary to provide POF service at this location, including:

Installation of fendering on existing pier
Rider information
Signage and wayfinding upgrades

•
•
•

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: less than $200,000 
The cost of the above improvements is estimated at less than $200,000. This estimate reflects costs at the 
analyzed potential site at Coulon Park.  Other locations may require different levels of investment.
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Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  This route would be operated by the King 

County Ferry District and funded by property taxes.  
Promising funding sources In addition to fares, property taxes and likely FTA grants, this route could 

be subsidized by potential joint development ventures at UW and downtown 
Kirkland. Given the ability for this route to reduce SOV travel across Lake 
Washington, it may qualify for CMAQ funds.  When the 520 Bridge undergoes 
replacement, the route could qualify for Transportation Mitigation Funding.  
Additionally, future toll revenues collected on the 520 Bridge could potentially 
fund this route. If an emergency transportation authority were created, the route 
may qualify for emergency/evacuation funds as it would be a viable back-up 
option should the SR 520 bridge go out of service in an emergency.

Renton - Leschi
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Des Moines - Downtown Seattle
Long Term - King County Routes That May Become Viable in the Future
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Figure 3-26	Des Moines - Downtown Seattle  
Route Overview

Route Overview
Route length: 16 nmi

Max. speed: 30 knots
Crossing time: 36 minutes
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F igure 3-27	Des Moines - Downtown Seattle 
Terminal DetailsSeattle-Des Moines
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Existing Terminal

For a discussion of the Des Moines terminal, see pp. 3-44. 	
For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.
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Des Moines Terminal
Location:  The most suitable location for a Des Moines POF terminal is along the fishing pier at the north 
end of the Des Moines marina.
Land Use

Existing: Medium-density development, multi-family and commercial zoning.
Planned: Good likelihood of increased densities in the future.
Potential 
conflict:

The pier is currently used for fishing and other recreational uses.  Significant recreational boat 
traffic exists south of the pier, and fishing occurs on the north side.  While the boat traffic is a 
concern, sufficient space exists to the south of the pier for a float to be constructed and a POF to 
maneuver.

Existing Facilities
Berths: Because no POF terminal location exists, the number of berths is dependent on the design of the 

float.  It is anticipated that a reasonable float design would provide side-loading berths for up to 
two vessels.

Waiting areas: Passengers would most likely wait at the base of or along the pier.
Dock and 
landside:

The Des Moines fishing pier is approximately 700’ long and is made of concrete.  The pier rises 
approximately 25’ above the water line. Landside facilities include a small area with picnic tables, 
a bike rack, and a public restroom.

Access
Bicycle: Good. There is good bicycle accessibility and bike racks available. Des Moines has a number of 

relatively low-traffic streets that are suitable for riding. Within three miles, cyclists have access to 
the Regional Green River Trail, although crossings of I-5 appear to be slightly difficult.

Pedestrian: Good. The location is moderately conducive to walk-on passengers, although it is a significant 
walk uphill to the center of Des Moines. The Des Moines marina is surrounded by multi-family 
and commercial zoning, the appropriate set of land uses to encourage walking.

Park & Rides: Kiss-and-ride access is available in the large parking lot east of the pier.
Transit from 

P&R:
 
n/a

Transit: Poor. Transit service and access is poor, with only 2-3 buses per hour, and poor connections to 
key destinations such as the airport and Southcenter. Routes are distant, located almost half a 
mile from the end of the pier, uphill, along Marine View Drive.

Adjacent 
parking:

200 stalls at the north end of the marina; many other lots nearby. Parking is free, utilization is 
low-medium.

Proposed Improvements
Two King County Metro park-and-rides exist, one to the west and one to the south of Des 
Moines. An additional park and ride may be needed to the north of Des Moines in order to sup-
port POF service and accommodate passengers from the north. Any new park-and-ride would 
require more analysis by King County Metro to select a location. Significant improvement will be 
necessary to provide a POF terminal at this location. The height of the pier makes construction of 
an ADA-accessible gangway to the waterline a challenge.  Assuming a 25’ height, an accessible 
gangway would need to be at least 300’, not including necessary landings.  The pier would need 
to be modified to provide a side access to the gangway.  It may be possible to secure a terminal 
float to the existing pier, but this would warrant additional study.  If the float cannot be secured to 
the pier, pile driving will be necessary.

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: $6-10 Million 
Construction of a terminal at this location will require significant engineering analysis that is outside the scope 
of this study.  Because of the number of unknowns, significant variation from the estimate may occur.  The 
cost of the above improvements is estimated to be between $6 and $10 Million.
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Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  This route would be operated by the King 

County Ferry District and funded by property taxes.  
Promising funding sources In addition to fares, property taxes and likely FTA grants, this route could 

be subsidized by potential joint development ventures at Colman Dock and 
downtown Des Moines. It could even be eligible for subsidy from the Port of 
Seattle, assuming targeted bus connections to Sea-Tac Airport.

Des Moines Terminal
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Figure 3-28	Shilshole - Downtown Seattle  
Route Overview

Shilshole - Downtown Seattle
Long Term - King County Routes That May Become Viable in the Future

Route Overview
Route length: 8.5 nmi

Max. speed: 30 knots
Crossing time: 28 minutes
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F igure 3-29	Shilshole - Downtown Seattle  
Terminal Details

Seattle - Shilshole
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For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.
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Shilshole Terminal
Location:  A probable POF terminal location is at the base of the Shilshole Bay Marina I float, near the 
main marina office.  Another possible location is in the north part of the marina near the small craft center.  
Further investigation and negotiation with the Port of Seattle will be necessary to secure a viable POF terminal 
location.
Land Use

Existing: Low- to medium-density residential housing
Planned: Same
Potential 
conflict:

Significant land use conflicts exist due to the large marina.  Since there is no apparent terminal 
location near the marina harbor entrances, a POF would need to deal with significant recre-
ational boat traffic as it goes through the marina.  The newly-replaced/reconfigured floats do not 
provide a location that is clearly suitable for a POF landing, and it is likely that some slips would 
need to be reconfigured and designated for POF use.  Negotiation would be required between 
a POF operator (likely King County) and the Port of Seattle, and additional study would need to 
take place to identify the most suitable location.

Existing Facilities
Berths: It is likely that wherever the final terminal location exists, it would only support a single vessel.

Waiting areas: Passengers would likely wait on the landside, near the main marina building.  It is unlikely that 
much space for passenger waiting could be provided on a float.

Dock and 
landside:

The Shilshole Marina is currently being renovated with new landside facilities and new marina 
floats. The new marina floats are in excellent condition, and are fully ADA-accessible via wide 
aluminum gangways.  A new marina building has been completed and work is currently under-
way on the adjacent plaza.

Access
Bicycle: Good.  A new bike trail is almost complete along Seaview Avenue that provides excellent bicycle 

accessibility and possibly some walkers. The Burke Gilman Trail, Myrtle Edwards Trail, and 
numerous bike lanes provide a good biking climate.

Pedestrian: Poor. The location at Shilshole Marina is not particularly conducive to walk-on passengers. A 
large amount of low- to medium-density housing is located on the eastern side of Seaview Ave, a 
low-traffic volume street with sidewalks. Golden Gardens, a popular park, is located immediately 
to the north. However, there are very limited commercial and retail destinations nearby.

Park & Rides: n/a
Transit from 

P&R:
 
n/a

Transit: Poor. The location is served with transit on Seaview Avenue, but there is only one bus per hour 
during the peak, no mid-day or evening service, and limited weekend service.

Adjacent 
parking:

Kiss-and-ride and ample time-limited and permit parking are already available at the marina’s 
parking lot.

Proposed Improvements
Because there is not an apparent location for a POF landing, the list of necessary improvements 
is not clear.

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: unknown 
Because the needed improvements are not clear, it is impossible to prepare a cost estimate.

For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.
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Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Publicly operated and tax financed:  This route would be operated by the King 

County Ferry District and funded by property taxes.  
Promising funding sources In addition to fares, property taxes and likely FTA grants, this route could 

be subsidized by potential joint development ventures at UW and downtown 
Kirkland. Given the ability for this route to reduce SOV travel across Lake 
Washington, it may qualify for CMAQ funds.  When the 520 Bridge undergoes 
replacement, the route could qualify for Transportation Mitigation Funding.  
Additionally, future toll revenues collected on the 520 Bridge could potentially 
fund this route. If an emergency transportation authority were created, the route 
may qualify for emergency/evacuation funds as it would be a viable back-up 
option should the SR 520 bridge go out of service in an emergency.

Shilshole - Seattle
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These seasonal routes would primarily 
serve tourist and recreation markets and 
are not integrated into the phasing strategy 
because they would most likely require a 
private rather than public operator to de-
liver service.  Both routes, however, do ap-
pear to have an existing market and could 
likely be feasible in the immediate- to 
medium-term, depending on the interest 
of potential private operators and other 
entities that might choose to subsidize 
the service (i.e. businesses, developers, or 
government agencies).

Port Townsend – Seattle

Vancouver, B.C. – Seattle

•

•

Tourism and  
Recreation-Focused Routes
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Port Townsend - Downtown Seattle
Tourism and Recreation-Focused Routes

Figure 3-30	Pt Townsend - Downtown Seattle  
Route Overview
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Seattle - Port Townsend    
Route Overview

Route length: 42.3 nmi
Demand: Daily: 600 weekday

Annual: 66,240 	
(summer-only)

Schedule 
frequency:

Peak Season only, 	
Fri-Sun: 4 runs per day

Max. speed: 35 knots
Crossing time: 75 minutes

Annual peak season operational 
costs: $1.7 Million
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Figure 3-31	Pt Townsend - Downtown Seattle 
Terminal Details
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For a discussion of downtown Seattle’s Colman Dock, see pp. 3-8 – 3-9.
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Port Townsend Terminal
Location:  Three potential locations exist for a Port Townsend POF terminal.  The first is a near-term 
solution with minimal capital investment required to provide service.  This location would be at the Point 
Hudson Marina, at the location where the Puget Sound Express tour vessels depart.  A mid-term solution 
would be to provide service from the new Northwest Maritime Center, which is currently under construction 
adjacent to the Point Hudson Marina. A long-term POF terminal location would be constructed immediately 
east of the existing WSF ferry terminal.
Land Use

Existing: Low- to medium-density area of town
Planned: Some likelihood of increased densities in the future
Potential 
conflict:

The Point Hudson Marina location is currently used by recreational boats, which may be im-
pacted by ferry service.  The entrance to the marina is constrained and there is a small amount 
of room to maneuver inside the harbor.  The marina is run by the Port of Port Townsend and its 
use for POF service would need to be negotiated. The Northwest Maritime Center will be used 
primarily by recreational boats. Recreational boat traffic may be a concern, and ferry use will 
be impacted by occasional festivals. The pier and float will extend into Admiralty Inlet and will 
be easily accessible from the water side. Use of the facility for POF service would need to be 
negotiated with the Northwest Maritime Center. The WSF terminal location is better-suited for 
permanent service.  Minimal traffic from the auto ferry will be encountered.

Existing Facilities
Berths: The Point Hudson Marina location provides berthing space for up to two vessels.

The Northwest Maritime Center location would provide berthing space for at least one vessel. 

The location at the WSF terminal will include construction of a new terminal float, which with a 
standardized design would provide up to four berths (2 bow-loading, 2 side-loading).

Waiting areas: Minimal waiting areas exist at the Point Hudson Marina location.  Passengers would most likely 
wait on land near the gangway at a timber deck overlooking the marina. 

The Northwest Maritime Center will have an ample public commons space at the base of the 
pier, which will provide an excellent location for passengers to wait.

The WSF terminal location provides an indoor waiting area with restrooms for the auto ferry 
terminal.  It is anticipated that this space could be shared with POF service.

Dock and 
landside:

The Point Hudson Marina location features new floats and ADA-accessible aluminum gangways 
and is in excellent condition.  POF service to Whidbey Island during the Steel-Electric crisis 
utilized this location.  A lookout deck is situated above the marina that could function well for 
passenger staging.

The Northwest Maritime Center is currently under construction, and no infrastructure is yet in 
place.

The WSF ferry terminal is based on a large concrete pier.  The pier provides vehicle staging for 
the Keystone ferry and some handicap parking.  The terminal features an agent’s office and pas-
senger waiting building at the end of the pier.  A small park is located at the base of the pier.

Access
Bicycle: Good. These locations are easily accessible to bicycles as well as walkers. Bike racks are avail-

able at the WSF location. Port Townsend is a relatively bikeable community without any major 
barriers. There is a significant biking community. Because it is immediately adjacent to the Point 
Hudson Marina, landside access to the Northwest Maritime Center is the same.

Proposed Improvements and Costs continued on the next page
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Port Townsend Terminal
Pedestrian: Good. Port Townsend has a relatively high percentage of streets with sidewalks and striped 

crosswalks. Local commercial and residential areas are well within 1/2 mile walking radius, and 
the traditional street grid reduces walking times. The Point Hudson location just northeast of 
the town center, and the WSF location just south, are both well-suited to walk-on passengers. 
Access to the marina float is ADA-compliant, but ADA access to board vessels is not expected 
to become available. Because it is immediately adjacent to the Point Hudson Marina, landside 
access to the Northwest Maritime Center is the same.

Park & Rides: n/a
Transit: At the Point Hudson location and Northwest Maritime Center, a transit route passes nearby on 

Monroe street, only a block from the marina.  At the WSF location, transit routes pass along 
nearby Water Street, and a bus stop is located nearby.  A downtown shuttle connects to the 
terminal in addition to the fixed route service that runs at frequencies appropriate for land uses 
and densities.

Adjacent 
parking:

Point Hudson and Northwest Maritime Center: Kiss-and-ride access is right next to the marina 
and some on-street and lot parking is available nearby.   WSF: Kiss-and-ride access can be pro-
vided at the adjacent bank parking lot.  Minimal parking is available nearby for ferry terminal use. 
Port Townsend has extremely limited parking in its downtown and near the ferry terminals.

Proposed Improvements
Minimal improvement will be necessary to provide near-term POF service from the Point Hudson 
Marina.  These improvements include:

Rider information
Signage and wayfinding upgrades
Seating and possibly a covered waiting area on the lookout deck

Minimal improvement will be necessary to provide POF service from the Northwest Maritime 
Center.  These improvements include:

Rider information
Signage and wayfinding upgrades
Seating and possibly a covered waiting area on the public commons

Provision of POF service from the WSF terminal location will require significant terminal con-
struction.  A small access walkway will need to be added alongside the terminal building, which 
would connect to the terminal float via a 120’ gangway.  Pile driving will need to take place to 
secure the terminal float.  Necessary improvements at this location include:

Standardized terminal float with piles
120’ aluminum gangway
Pier modifications for access walkway
Rider information
Signage and wayfinding upgrades

•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: $7-10 Million or less than $100,000 
The costs of the improvements to the Point Hudson Marina or to the Northwest Maritime Center are estimated 
at less than $100,000. Improvements at the WSF terminal are estimated between $7 and $10 Million.
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Vessels
Number needed: 1
Recommended Vessel Type: 149-pax operating at 35kts
Special needs: Foil Assistance

Vessel capital costs:  
$3-5 Million

Fare Options 
Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (assumed) 13%
$10.20 40%
$15.30 60%

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $542,000
Labor: $835,000
Maintenance & 
insurance:

$274,000

Annual peak season  
operational costs:  

$1.7 Million

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Privately operated, privately financed, possibly with public subsidy:  Given it 

would serve largely tourists and recreational users, this route would most likely 
be operated by a private entity.  Given the route would also partially serve the 
non-tourist market, and that it would help meet state mobility needs, there is a 
possibility it could receive public subsidy.

Promising funding sources Fares would be the primary funding source to cover both capital and operat-
ing costs.  If a partnership is formed with local jurisdictions and/or the state, 
the route could also become eligible for FTA Grants, State POF Grants, and 
federal earmarks.  Business contributions could also subsidize the service 
to develop the tourist market.

Port Townsend - Downtown Seattle
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Vancouver, BC - Downtown Seattle
Tourism and Recreation-Focused Routes

Figure 3-32	Vancouver - Downtown Seattle  
Route Overview
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F igure 3-33	Vancouver - Downtown Seattle  
Terminal Details
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Vancouver, BC Terminal
Location:  For the purposes of this study, it is assumed that POF service from Seattle would terminate at 
the existing SeaBus terminal in downtown Vancouver.
Land Use

Existing: Urban downtown, high density, mixed-use
Planned: Same
Potential 
conflict:

Already a ferry terminal. If this terminal were used, land use would not be an issue.  Vessel traffic 
may be encountered from the SeaBus and the adjacent cruise terminal.

Existing Facilities
Berths: Two small floats exist just west of the main SeaBus terminal, which would provide side-loading 

berthing space for up to four vessels.
Waiting areas: No passenger waiting areas exist at the immediate location.  However, passengers could likely 

wait in the nearby SeaBus terminal.
Dock and 
landside:

Two small floats are present, with handicap-accessible gangways.  The floats appear to be in 
good condition.  The gangways open up onto the terminal parking lot. The main SeaBus terminal 
is across the lot from the gangways.

Access
Bicycle: Excellent. This location is easily accessible to bicycles as well as walkers. High number of desti-

nations and attractions, with built out bicycle networks.
Pedestrian: Excellent. Located in the downtown core of Vancouver, the location is highly conducive to walk-

on passengers. A high number of destinations and attractions, with built out sidewalk networks 
and signaled crosswalks.

Park & Rides: n/a
Transit: Excellent. Significant intermodal connections exist nearby, including SeaBus, the waterfront 

SkyTrain, taxis, busses and even helicopters (the downtown heliport is next door). Vancouver 
has excellent transit service throughout its downtown and connecting to its downtown waterfront 
neighborhoods.

Adjacent 
parking:

Long term parking in downtown Vancouver is scarce. Some parking exists at the terminal, but 
it is expected that passengers will park in downtown garages.  Kiss-and-ride access can be 
provided via West Waterfront Road.

Proposed Improvements
Minimal improvement will be necessary to provide POF service from this location.  These im-
provements include:

Rider information
Signage and wayfinding upgrades
Installation of benches and/or a covered waiting area at the base of the gangplanks

•
•
•

Total Proposed Improvement Costs: limited 
It is assumed that improvement costs at the Vancouver terminal would be limited. The operator would need 
to pay use fees for docking is space at the SeaBus terminal were deemed available and approval were 
granted.
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Vessels
Number needed: 2
Recommended Vessel Type: 149-pax operating at 35kts
Special needs: Foil assistance	

Ride control system	
Vessel must meet Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) regulations for international travel.

Vessel capital costs:  
$6.2 - $10.4 Million 

(adding $200,000 per boat for Ride Control and SOLAS)

Fare Options 
Fare Recovery %
$5.00 (assumed) 5%
$28.10 40%
$42.20 60%

Operating Summary
Annual Operational Cost Components
Fuel: $1.7 million
Labor: $1.8 million
Maintenance & 
insurance:

$552,000

Annual operational costs:  
$4.1 Million

Possible Future Governance and Implementation 
Organizational structure Privately operated, privately financed, possibly with public subsidy:  Given it 

would serve largely tourists and recreational users, this route would most likely 
be operated by a private entity.

Promising funding sources Fares would be the primary funding source to cover both capital and operating 
costs. Business contributions could also subsidize the service to develop the 
tourist market.

Vancouver, BC - Downtown Seattle
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This section presents a more comprehensive dis-
cussion of the factors influencing capital costs, 
including vessels, terminals and landside connec-
tions, and discusses cost-effective capital planning 
strategies for POF vessel acquisition and terminal 
construction. 

Vessels
New vessels will be needed for expanded POF 
service in the region. This section describes exist-
ing Puget Sound POF vessel fleets and assets, and 
discusses vessel types that may be appropriate for 
the region and the prioritized routes. 

Existing Vessel Assets
Puget Sound has one of the highest concentrations 
of ferries in the world.  Many POF vessels exist in 
the region in varying conditions, capacities and 
configurations.  These vessels range from smaller 
ferries such as the Kitsap Transit Foot Ferry up 
to the large, two-decked Chinook-class vessels.  
They include monohulls such as the Skagit and 
Kalama and catamarans such as the Victoria Clip-
per vessels.

While possibilities exist to use these vessels on 
existing and planned routes, particularly in the 
short-term, long-term efforts should be directed 
at new vessel procurement.  Industry experience 
proves the importance of having the right vessels 
for the particular needs of a system.  Local agen-
cies recognize this fact.  King County plans call 
for the phasing out of the vessels currently on 
the Vashon and Elliot Bay Water Taxi routes in 
favor of new designs.  Kitsap Transit’s new vessel 
program is currently underway.  Beyond the ben-
efit of meeting exacting service requirements for 
the specific operator, newer vessels are more fuel 

efficient, environmentally-friendly and typically 
have lower maintenance and preservation costs 
than existing ones.

New Vessel Types
Vessel standardization is an important fleet man-
agement practice, which has been recognized 
in regional ferry plans, including those of King 
County and Kitsap Transit.  Vessel standardization 
allows for economies of scale, not only in terms of 
procurement costs, but operational and mainte-
nance costs as well.  Standard classes will provide 
flexibility in route assignments, with a seamless 
transition to a backup in case of mechanical fail-
ure.  Even across different agencies and operators, 
standardization allows shared use of resources and 
exchange of vessels.  Terminals benefit as well 
by minimizing the design challenges of meeting 
the demands of multiple vessel types.  Finally, a 
standardized fleet allows a passenger to become 
familiar with the vessel characteristics and arrange-
ments, a subtle but important service benefit.  In 
our analysis, we assumed a two standard vessel 
classes for all routes.  

The anticipated vessel classes are characterized as 
follows:

149-passenger capacity:  A 149-passenger 
vessel is in the “sweet spot” of operational 
cost effectiveness with regard to passenger 
capacity.  Above this threshold, US Coast 
Guard regulations mandate additional 
safety, crewing and terminal requirements.  
A 149-passenger, single-deck vessel will 
require a minimum of 2 crew to operate 
(master and one deckhand). Most 149-pas-
senger catamarans in operation today are 
double-decked, requiring more crew and 
increased operating costs.  The vessel Spirit 
being wake tested in the Rich Passage Wake 
Study is a double-decked variety, and is 

•

Chapter 4.  Capital Planning
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another type that might be considered for 
Puget Sound.

80-passenger capacity:  An 80-passenger 
vessel class will supplement the 149-pas-
senger class by providing a smaller, more 
cost-effective option for secondary markets, 
demonstration routes, and service during 
off-peak hours on some routes.  This vessel 
class should be designed to meet the same 
operational requirements as the 149-passen-
ger class (e.g. loading configuration, service 
speed)

Figure 4-1	 The Spirit—An Example of a 
Double-Decked Catamaran

Catamaran hull form:  A catamaran hull 
form is very common among high speed 
ferries due to its superior ability to endure 
rough conditions at sea.  It is also a more 
fuel-efficient design relative to the mono-
hull.  A catamaran hull form also allows for 
a wider beam, providing more flexibility in 
the configuration of internal spaces.

Aluminum hull:  An aluminum hull 
provides significant efficiency benefits.  A 
lighter material than steel, an aluminum 
hull reduces the powering requirements 
necessary to meet a particular service speed.  
Furthermore, the Puget Sound region is 
home to multiple shipyards that specialize 
in aluminum hull construction.

3,000/1,400HP, 30-knot operating speed:  
For vessels of this type without hydrofoil 
assistance, powering requirements increase 
as the cube of vessel speed beyond 30-knots 
or so.  In other words, each additional knot 

•

•

•

•

of service speed beyond 30 knots requires 
significantly more engine power (and thus 
increases fuel consumption).  This vessel 
power/service speed was selected to balance 
vessel power/fuel consumption with the 
need for high-speed service.  A 149-pas-
senger vessel should be able to meet a 30+ 
knot operating speed at 3,000HP, while an 
80-passenger should be able to meet the 
same speed with a rating of 1,400HP.  As 
vessel designs are developed, these powering 
requirements may change depending on 
hull form and engine selection.

Bow- and side-loading capability:  Pro-
viding both bow- and side-load capability 
will provide the greatest flexibility in dock-
ing operations.  Most existing terminals 
are configured for side loading.  However, 
modern POF terminal designs are moving 
towards bow loading due to the increased 
capacity for passenger loading and offload-
ing.  Typical side-loading vessels only allow 
passengers to load and unload 2 abreast, 
while bow-loading vessels of this size can 
achieve up to 4 abreast.  The increased 
passenger throughput minimizes vessel 
turnaround time and increases system ef-
ficiency.  A vessel design that features both 
configurations will be able to serve both 
legacy and modern terminals.

ADA accessibility:  While the Americans 
with Disabilities Act does not regulate 
passenger-carrying vessels, it would be 
prudent to accommodate the spirit of the 
act wherever possible.  Vessel designs can 
provide for wide access ramps, a handicap-
accessible restroom and other reasonable 
accommodations.

Low-emission, low-wake design:  The 
need to reduce environmental impacts from 
emissions and wake wash require that new 
vessels be designed to minimize emissions 
and wake wash.  Modern marine diesel 
engines are produced with emissions in 
mind, and final vessel designs should select 
an engine that minimizes emissions while 
still being able to meet operational require-

•

•

•
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ments.  With regard to wake wash issues, 
efforts by Kitsap Transit and All American 
Marine to build a low-wake vessel are 
currently underway.  Their project has 
demonstrated that a 149-passenger ferry 
can operate at full speed through wake-
sensitive areas such as Rich Passage while 
maintaining acceptably low wakes.  While 
only a few routes in the Puget Sound are in 
wake-sensitive areas, vessel standardization 
warrants the incorporation of low wake 
design into all vessel acquisitions.

A new 149-passenger vessel with these exact 
characteristics is not found in service anywhere 
today, but could be built to specification for ap-
proximately $3-5 million. 

A new 80-passenger vessel with these charac-
teristics could be built for approximately $2-4 
million.

Figure 4-2	 Single-Decked 149-passenger 
Vessel Prototype

The operations and service plans put forth in 
Chapter 3 do not account for any back-up ves-
sels that may need to be acquired to fill in during 
regular vessel maintenance or emergencies. All 
of the vessels will require periodic maintenance.  
This includes oil changes and other maintenance 
that can be done during routine lay-up periods 
between operational requirements.  In addition, 
vessels require  about 2 weeks per year of ship-

yard maintenance.  At least every two years, the 
maintenance will require placing the vessel in 
drydock.  Cost assumptions in Chapter 3 include 
an estimate for routine maintenance such as en-
gine overhaul but do not include such things as 
engine replacement.  Vessel acquisition and major 
refurbishment cost are assumed to be capital costs 
not included in the operations cost estimate.

Vessel Sharing Opportunities
Many opportunities exist to share vessels to in-
crease overall system efficiency.  A primary goal in 
developing the service plan for a particular vessel 
is to get the most out of the capital investment 
by using it as much as possible.  

The most obvious vessel sharing opportunity is 
related to commuter vs. recreational routes.  Com-
muter routes only operate Monday-Friday, while 
recreational routes operate 7 days a week and typi-
cally see their biggest ridership on the weekend.  
To maximize utilization, a vessel assigned to a 
commuter route can shift over to a recreational 
route on the weekend in order to accommodate 
the increased demand.

Another vessel sharing opportunity is in the area 
of backup vessels.  While this study anticipates 
multiple jurisdictions operating in Puget Sound, 
close partnership among these operators could 
allow for sharing of backup vessels.  Typically, 
each operator would maintain their own backup 
vessels in case of emergency or planned mainte-
nance. Instead, one or two agencies could own 
the backup vessels for the whole fleet, leasing to 
other operators as necessary.  Such an arrangement 
would decrease the overall number of backup 
vessels needed for the system compared to each 
operator keeping their own backup fleet.
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Vessel sharing could also take place in the course 
of a single day.  A vessel being used for peak period 
service on one route can make midday or evening 
trips on another.  This type of synergy with the 
state ferry system is also possible.  An arrangement 
where passenger ferries supplement late-night 
auto ferry runs would provide better levels of 
service to WSF riders while allowing the agency 
to maintain or reduce the number of sailings of 
largely-empty auto ferries.

Terminals
Many elements of terminal design impact capital 
costs, and this section of the report recommends 
an approach to the various factors related to ter-
minal design. 

Vessel Landings
Two primary approaches to vessel landings are 
recommended in this study.  The first is for routes 
in Puget Sound waters, while the second applies 
to Lake Washington routes.

Much like the case for vessel standardization, 
terminal standardization allows for familiar-
ity by customers and employees, and creates 
economies of scale in procurement, construction, 
maintenance and operations.  A standard Puget 
Sound terminal design should be developed and 
implemented for all new terminals.  This is similar 
to the strategy being employed by the Bay Area 
Water Emergency Transit Authority (WETA), and 
has also been explored in Kitsap Transit’s ferry 
plans.  Exceptions could be made where existing 
facilities provide lower cost options to dock pas-
senger vessels or environmental conditions require 
special design.

For Puget Sound operations, a 70’x100’ concrete 
float would provide berthing space and ADA 
pedestrian access for up to four vessels.  Such a 
float would provide two side-loading and two 
bow-loading berths.  A standard float such as this, 
including construction and installation, would 
cost approximately $5-6 million.  

The constant water level and less-extreme condi-
tions on Lake Washington impose lower demands 
than Puget Sound-based terminals.  In most cases, 
existing pier infrastructure can be used with a 
minimal degree of improvement necessary.  These 
improvements include the addition of fenders and 
mooring cleats to provide side-loading access for 
at least a single vessel.

In all locations, existing infrastructure should be 
utilized wherever possible, and as that infrastruc-
ture nears the end of its service life, plans should 
be made to replace it with a standard design.  Ves-
sel landings should avoid locations where there are 
large amounts of vessel traffic.  Interim solutions 
may use facilities such as marinas, but long-term 
plans should be geared towards solutions that 
minimize traffic issues.

Any overwater or in-water construction presents 
potential environmental issues.  Terminal floats 
should be situated in deep enough water to avoid 
the intertidal habitat zone (-20 feet from mean-
low-low-water).  New piers should be narrow to 
avoid shading.  Pile driving should be avoided 
where possible.  New terminals should be de-
signed to minimize their vertical profile in view 
corridors.
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Passenger Loading  
and Unloading
Efficiency, accessibility and safety should be the 
chief concerns when dealing with passenger load-
ing and unloading.  The goal in this area should be 
to safely minimize the necessary turnaround time.  
In order to facilitate this goal, bow-loading should 
be used wherever possible, and access walkways 
and gangways should be shallow (1/12 elevation 
change or less) and wide (at least 10’).  

A 10’-wide path allows passengers to walk up to 
four abreast, significantly reducing the amount 
of time required to load and unload a vessel.  
“Turns” on access ramps and paths should be 
avoided if possible.  The Kitsap Transit prototype 
terminal float design provides a solid approach 
to vessel loading and unloading, facilitating the 
smooth flow of passengers on and off the vessel 
and float.

On-shore Terminal Facilities
On-shore facilities should provide a safe, comfort-
able environment for passengers to wait.  Ideally, 
a terminal will have an indoor, heated space with 
restrooms, food/beverage vendors and traveler 
information.  An ideal terminal will have ticketing 
machines or vendors and will provide a secure, 
segregated area for paid passengers.  Segregation 
of ticketed passengers at the terminal is one way 
of reducing turnaround time, because tickets do 
not need to be verified as passengers board.

While this is the ideal, it is unlikely this can be 
provided at all locations.  In many cases, facili-
ties can be shared with Washington State Ferries, 
which already provides many of these elements 
at its terminals.  

A more austere but cost-effective approach to 
on-shore facilities is providing basic seating and a 
shelter from the elements in a well-lit area close to 
the terminal.  In some cases, such an area can even 
be provided on the pier or float (e.g. Leschi, Port 
Orchard).  Shelters should be heated wherever 
possible.  Seating for at least 25% of the vessel 
capacity is usually sufficient for passenger comfort.  
Restrooms should be provided wherever possible, 
even if they are as simple as port-o-potties.  All 
new facilities should be designed to meet ADA 
requirements for accessibility.

Landside Transportation Connections
Ferry terminals should always be designed to 
function as integral parts of a broader transporta-
tion network. Inherent in this idea is providing as 
much intermodal connectivity as possible.  Trans-
portation connections include pedestrian, bicycle, 
bus, taxi, rail, kiss-and-ride, vanpool parking and 
vehicle parking.

A good terminal design minimizes the walking 
distance from where the vessel unloads to other 
transportation connections.  Terminals should be 
designed such that public transportation options 
are the closest to the terminal, with private park-
ing the furthest away.  Access pathways should be 
smooth, wide and well-lit, and should meet ADA 
slope requirements.  Signalized crosswalks should 
be provided for nearby roads.  Shelters should 
be provided for nearby bus stops and bus service 
should be coordinated with the ferry schedule.  
The terminal should provide regularly updated 
traveler information, including schedules for both 
the ferry and landside transportation.  With GPS 
and computer technology, it is possible to provide 
up-to-the-minute rider information.  Signage and 
wayfinding should be clear.  For locations where 
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on- or near-site parking is unavailable, shuttles 
to nearby park-and-rides should be provided if 
public transit does not provide adequate con-
nections.  

While the service and operating plans discussed 
in Chapter 3 begin to identify some of these 
connectivity issues specific to potential future 
terminal locations, the next step of this study 
(Task 9) will look in finer detail at the issue of 
landside connections (including more detail on 
terminal siting), and to identify what specific 
transit, bicycle, pedestrian and parking improve-
ments might be needed in each terminal location 
to support future POF service.  

Seattle Terminal Requirements— 
Piers 48 & 50  
Of the 17 routes evaluated in this portion of 
the study, eleven connect to downtown Seattle. 
Ideally, all POF routes connecting to downtown 
Seattle—with perhaps the exception of privately 
operated tourist routes—would connect through 
Colman Dock, the site of all existing WSF auto 
and passenger ferry service.  Consolidating ferry 
service operations at one location allows bet-
ter intermodal connectivity, a simplified user 
experience, and enhanced user choice (i.e. if a 
passenger misses the POF boat to Bremerton, 
they could easily choose to board the WSF auto 
boat instead).  

Ridership estimates show that all the POF routes 
considered in this study could serve over 9,000 
daily riders downtown in 2030.  With this many 
passengers and vessels at a single location, sig-
nificant planning and design must be done to 
develop terminal facilities that can accommodate 
the anticipated level of traffic.  The current facility 

at Pier 50, which serves the Vashon-Seattle POF 
at Colman Dock, provides only two side-loading 
passenger ferry berths, and is not sized or designed 
to handle anywhere near the loads anticipated in 
this study, although it could accommodate near-
term Kingston-Seattle service.

King County plans call for replacement of the 
passenger ferry terminal at Pier 50 with a new 
110’x40’ concrete float, which will not increase 
vessel or passenger capacity.  While these plans are 
adequate for the two King County Ferry District 
routes (Vashon and Elliott Bay), the single new 
float will not be sufficient to meet anticipated 
future POF demand system-wide.  It is very 
important that King County work jointly with 
other potential POF operators to plan for and 
share the cost of a new facility with sufficient 
capacity to serve new routes and grow as more 
come online.

Some strategies can be taken to mitigate vessel 
traffic.  One approach is to develop coordinated 
schedules for Seattle-based routes that minimize 
the number of vessels using the Seattle terminal 
at a single time.  This will not only aid in reduc-
ing the number of passengers passing through 
the terminal at once, but make it easier and safer 
for vessels to arrive and depart.  However, this 
could make it more difficult to coordinate ferry 
schedules with connecting transit service.

Modern terminal design solutions can aid in ter-
minal throughput.  The Circular Quay Terminal 
in Sydney is one of the most prominent examples 
of a high-capacity POF terminal.� Color coded 
routes, designated slips and clear signage and 
wayfinding are important considerations.  

�	  See the Task 7 report from this study Peer Assessment 
(March 2008).
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Figure 4-3	 Circular Quay Terminal  
Sydney, Australia

Source:  Alex Lau, accessed online at www.pbase.com/alex1030/im-
age/60728743.

The use of bow-loading can aid greatly in reduc-
ing vessel turnaround and increasing passenger 
throughput.  On the landside, a large terminal 
building at Colman Dock will be important not 
only to allow sufficient space for passenger staging, 
but to effectively manage the various passenger 
flows in and out of the terminal.  

The area between Colman Dock to the north 
and Pier 48 to the south would likely be able to 
handle the anticipated level of vessel traffic if it 
is well-planned and designed.  Use of at least the 
northern part of Pier 48 could also provide suf-
ficient space for a landside terminal.  Modifica-
tion to the southern end of Colman Dock is also 
a possibility, although it would impact the pier’s 
existing vehicle lanes.  Coordinated planning is 
needed between City of Seattle, Washington State 
Ferries, King County Ferry District and any future 
POF operators operating out of downtown Seattle 
to determine a final design for an expanded POF 
terminal at Colman Dock.  Also, see Chapter 3, 
Service and Operation Plans, for a discussion of 
Colman Dock specific issues.
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Funding  
Passenger Only Ferries
Regional governance and operation of passenger-
only ferries is likely to remain divided among a 
number of agencies and organizations for the fore-
seeable future; as such it is impossible to develop 
a consolidated regional funding strategy.  Each 
operating agency will rely on a unique combina-
tion of sources to fund POF operations and sup-
port capital needs.  Various proposed services will 
require differing approaches to raising operating 
and capital funds:

Countywide ferry districts such as that re-
cently formed in King County will play a key 
role in funding POF operations, capital and 
supporting landside transportation.  The King 
County Ferry District (KCFD) has established 
a county-wide property tax to finance the 
majority of the ferry district’s needs.

The Legislature’s authorization of public 
transit benefit areas (PTBA) to generate ferry 
funding presents opportunities for regional 
POF service provision.

Port Districts are uniquely positioned to 
participate in or solely govern POF operations, 
although in most cases this will be for a very 
limited number of routes. 

Routes that primarily service recreational users 
or private interests will likely be operated by 
private or non-profit entities that can recover 
operating costs solely from fare revenue and 
private contributions. 

While WSF is not currently authorized to 
operate POF, the vast ferry resources (espe-
cially the many existing WSF terminals) held 
by the state suggest there should be continued 
consideration of state support for POF, even if 
operational funds are generated locally.

•

•

•

•

•

The following sections provide a more detailed 
summary of the types and sources of funding 
available for POF operations and capital devel-
opment. 

Summary of  
Funding Sources
This section details federal, state, county, local and 
other public and/or private funding sources that 
are used today to fund POF or could be avail-
able to support POF operations and/or capital 
programs in the future.    

Federal
Federal earmark funds may provide funds for 
vessel purchases, terminal and landside capital 
improvements.  Success in obtaining these funds 
will be reliant on the interest and success of Wash-
ington’s Congressional delegation.  A number 
of other federal funding sources are available to 
support POF system development and operations, 
but are either highly competitive or carry stringent 
project requirements.  For example, SAFETEA-
LU provided $38 million in fiscal year 2005 and 
an increasing amount in each of fiscal years 2006 
through 2009 for the construction of ferryboats 
and ferry terminals through the Ferry Boat Discre-
tionary Fund Program.  However, each year $20 
million is set aside for marine highway systems 
that are part of the National Highway System for 
use by the States of Alaska ($10 million), New Jer-
sey ($5 million), and Washington ($5 million). In 
Washington, this portion of federal discretionary 
funds supports the operation of Washington State 
Ferries auto routes.  Due in part to its selection 
for participation in the United States Department 
of Transportation (USDOT) Urban Partnership 

Chapter 5.	 Funding & Fare Policy Options 
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Agreement congestion pricing program, which is 
aimed at reducing use of surface transportation 
modes, ferry transit investments supporting POF 
will receive $11.6 million.  

The following sections highlight federal funding 
sources available for POF.

Ferry Boat Discretionary Funds (FHWA):  This 
program provides special funding for the con-
struction of ferry boats and ferry terminal fa-
cilities.  Originally created under the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act in 1991, 
it was first reauthorized under the Transporta-
tion Equity Act and then under SAFETEA-LU, 
which makes funding available through 2009.  
SAFETEA-LU authorized $65 million in funding 
for 2008 and $67 million in 2009.  However, each 

year $20 million is set aside for marine highway 
systems that are part of the National Highway 
System for use by the States of Alaska ($10 mil-
lion), New Jersey ($5 million), and Washington 
($5 million).  The remaining funds are available 
for funding other projects, but it is required that 
projects either carry passenger vehicles or be clas-
sified as part of the state highway system.  This 
classification is typically given for areas that are 
not reachable by roadway. 

In FY 2007 Washington State received $11.6 mil-
lion of the remaining $40 million dollars allocated 
through this program.  These monies, which were 
part of the Urban Partnership program, were 
allocated for a range of design, engineering and 
facility development activities, including:

Washington Mukilteo Multimodal Terminal - preliminary engineering/NEPA for the multimodal 
terminal – Urban Partnership

$1,325,000

Washington High-Speed, Ultra Low-Wake Passenger-Only Ferry Design, Development, Procure-
ment and Testing For Rich Passage, Puget Sound, Washington - boat design, SEPA 
and NEPA activities – Urban Partnership

$2,000,000

Washington Vashon Island Passenger-Only Ferry Vessel - purchase a new vessel to replace 
boat currently in service – Urban Partnership

$1,000,000

Washington Puget Sound New Vessel construction - construction of four passenger-auto vessels 
to replace five vessels that are functionally obsolete – Urban Partnership

$1,039,000

Washington Kingston Express - lease or buy an existing 80 passenger foot ferry – Urban Part-
nership

$3,500,000

Washington Pierce County Ferry System - improvement of the Steilacoom Ferry landing by con-
structing a second ferry slip to include a short bridge trestle, transfer span, apron, 
pontoon, wing walls, dolphins, electrical, hydraulic, water & sewer work – Urban 
Partnership

$2,000,000

Washington Guemes Island Ferry Dock Repair - remove and replace existing Guemes Island 
terminal dock; repair cap beam at channel end of the dock; remove and replace 
the existing concrete cap, form and place epoxy coated reinforcing steel, and pour 
new corrosion resistant concrete; and replace 118 feet of steel guard rail – Urban 
Partnership

$736,000



Funding and Fare P
olicy O

ptions

Page 5-3 

The Seattle (Lake Washington) Urban Partnership 
Agreement between U.S. Department of Trans-
portation and the Seattle-Area Urban Partner 
(WSDOT, PSRC, and King County) was enacted 
to implement a number of joint transportation-
related improvements for the Seattle Metropolitan 
Region.  Under this agreement, the Urban Partner 
agrees to improve regional ferry boat service and 
to ensure that projects are in operation no later 
than September 30, 2009.   

The Department of Transportation will devote 
$138.7 million in Federal grant funding for large 
regional highway projects (primarily the SR 520 
bridge), plus has allocated $11.6 million for ferry 
service improvements.  This $11.6 million was 
delivered through the Ferry Boat Discretionary 
program to the projects listed above.  

Urbanized Area Formula Grants (FTA): These 
funds, administered by the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration (FTA), are available to urbanized 
areas with a population of 50,000 inhabitants or 
more for transit capital and operating assistance 
and for transportation–related planning activities.  
Funding is apportioned by a legislative formula 
and given to designated recipients, which must be 
public bodies with the legal authority to receive 
and dispense Federal funds.  Governors, responsi-
ble local officials and publicly owned operators of 
transit services are to designate a recipient to apply 
for, receive, and dispense funds for transportation 
management areas.  A transportation manage-
ment area is an urbanized area with a population 
of 200,000 or more.  This is an important source 
of funding for existing surface transit operations, 
so it is unlikely to be a viable source of funding 
for POF service.

New/Small Starts Grants (FTA): The Small Starts 
is a relatively recent program, made available for 
the first time through the passage of the federal 
SAFETEA-LU legislation passed in 2005.  It is 
modeled to some degree after the New Starts 
program and can be applied to capital projects.  
The Small Starts program is specifically intended 
to apply to “smaller” transit projects (with total 
project costs of less than $250 million and a fed-
eral match of less than $75 million.  The Small 
Starts program is highly competitive and is likely 
to fund primarily bus rapid transit and streetcar 
projects.  New Starts will continue to fund capital 
projects for bus, light rail and heavy rail, but ferry 
projects serving corridors with intensive demand 
could be viable candidates for funding.

Job Access and Reverse Commute Grants (JARC): 
The purpose of the JARC program is to fund local 
programs that offer job access services for low-in-
come individuals. JARC funds are distributed by 
the FTA to states on a formula basis, depending 
on that state’s rate of low-income population. 
This approach differs from previous funding 
cycles, when grants were awarded purely on an 
“earmark” basis. JARC funds will pay for up to 
50% of operating costs and 80% of approved 
capital projects or purchases. The remaining funds 
are required to be provided through local match 
sources.  Examples of eligible JARC projects in-
clude: late-night and weekend service, guaranteed 
ride home programs, vanpools or shuttle services 
to improve access to employment or training sites, 
car-share or other projects to improve access to 
autos, access to child care and training.  Eligible 
applicants for JARC funds may include state or 
local governmental bodies, Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs), Regional Transportation 
Planning Organizations (RTPOs), social services 
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agencies, tribal governments, private and public 
transportation operators, and non-profit organi-
zations.   It is possible that JARC funds could be 
used for fund additional late night runs or reverse 
commute service on established POF routes, but 
it would not be a primary funding source.

Community Development Financial Institutions 
Fund – New Market Tax Credits Program (NMTC):  
This program, administered by the U.S. Depart-
ment of the Treasury, permits taxpayers to receive 
a credit against Federal income taxes for making 
qualified equity investments in designated Com-
munity Development Entities (CDEs). Substan-
tially all of the qualified equity investment must in 
turn be used by the CDE to provide investments 
in low-income communities. The credit provided 
to the investor totals 39 percent of the cost of the 
investment and is claimed over a seven-year credit 
allowance period.  Kitsap Transit, US Bank and 
the Marine Transportation Association of Kitsap 
(MTAK) are considering a partnership under 
this program that would raise invest $6 million 
to jumpstart Kitsap County POF service from 
Bremerton and Port Orchard to Seattle.�

Federal Legislative Appropriation:  Appropria-
tions (also known as earmarks) are funds set 
aside for a specific purpose during the legisla-
tive process and often included within a larger 
spending bill.  Earmark funds are available for 
terminal and landside facility projects, vessel 
purchase/construction and system engineer-
ing, design and environmental review activities. 
 

�	 Kitsap Transit Board of Commissioners, Jan. 25, 2008 
Meeting Minutes.   (Accessed online at http://www.kingstonexpress.
org/References_files/Kitsap%20Transit/KT_Feb192008_ferries.pdf 
on Apr. 4, 2008.

Because they are approved directly by the U.S. 
Congress and/or Senate, the projects they fund are 
less likely to be required to pass through the most 
stringent standards set by the FTA or other federal 
agencies.  Although the process is quite different 
than the pursuit of an FTA grant, appropriations 
are similarly unpredictable.  

Surface Transportation Program Funds (STP): This 
program provides funding for highway projects 
that can be shifted to transit at the discretion of 
the state or MPO.  Funding can be used for capital 
projects only.  In order to receive the funds, the 
project would need to be supported through the 
regional TIP process.   It is unlikely STP funds 
will be allocated to POF.

Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Funds 
(CMAQ): The CMAQ program, which is jointly 
administered by the FHWA and the FTA, was 
created to support the United States in attain-
ing National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) under ISTEA in 1991. Amendments 
made to the Clean Air Act required further re-
ductions in the amount of permissible tailpipe 
emissions and initiated stricter measures in areas 
that failed to attain the national air quality stan-
dards (called nonattainment areas).  The program 
provides funding for surface transportation and 
other related projects that contribute to air quality 
improvements and reduce congestion.  

Under SAFETEA-LU, the CMAQ program pro-
vides over $8.6 billion dollars in funds to state 
DOTs, MPOs, and transit agencies to invest in 
projects that reduce air pollutants from transpor-
tation-related sources over a period of five years 
(2005-2009).  Funding is available for nonat-
tainment areas as well as former nonattainment 
areas that are now in compliance (maintenance 
areas).   
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State
State funding for POF is limited.  To generate 
additional revenue at the state level to fund POF 
routes of state-wide significance�, or those that 
could otherwise help the state ferry system meet its 
operational goals, would require instituting new 
funding mechanisms or reviving previous sources 
such as the MVET.  The following are potential 
sources of state funding for POF: 

Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (MVET):  Until 2000, 
Washington levied an annual excise tax of 2.2% 
on each motor vehicle, which was a steady source 
of funding for transit and ferry services.  This cut-
back especially impacted POF service, which is 
not gas-tax eligible.  This tax was repealed with 
Initiative 695 in 1999.  Although the initiative 
was declared unconstitutional, the Legislature 
effectively repealed the state excise tax and estab-
lished the $30 vehicle license fee.  As a net result, 
the fiscal impact of I-695 on the state ferry system 
remains.  In some locations, a motor vehicle excise 
tax can be levied at the local level (see below).

State Passenger Ferry Grant Account:  The Wash-
ington Legislature passed Passenger Ferry Account 
legislation (RCW 47.60.645) with an effective 
date in 1995.  The money in the account can be 
used for capital or operating grants to improve 
passenger ferry projects.  Approximately $4.5 
million in funds is expected to be raised when 
two WSF ferries are auctioned.  The proceeds 
will be awarded as grants for other ferry systems 
to operate passenger-only service.

Washington State Ferries (WSF):  The Washington 
State Ferry system is the nation’s largest ferry 

�	  The Passenger-Only Ferry Task Force’s Report to the Joint 
Transportation Committee identified Seattle to Bremerton, Seattle to 
Southworth, and Seattle to Kingston as routes of “statewide signifi-
cance”. (Washington State Legislature, 2006.  Page 7).

system. In 2005, the system served 24 million 
passengers.  The Washington State Legislature 
has directed WSF to cease all passenger-only ferry 
service. However, there may be opportunities for 
WSF to support POF services through shared use 
of facilities, joint capital improvements and other 
programs that promote share use of resources. 
Primary funding sources for WSF are the state 
gas tax and passenger and auto tariffs. 

County/Local Funding
Given the challenges associated with obtaining 
federal funds and limited state funding, the suc-
cess of existing and future POF services will likely 
need to rely, in large part, on funds raised at the 
county or local level.  Funding sources available 
to fund POF include:

Property tax (via local ferry district or Transportation 
Benefit District):  In 2006, the Washington Legis-
lature passed ESSB-6787, enabling the creation of 
county ferry districts as an option for operating 
passenger-only ferries.  The law stipulates that 
any county with a population greater than one 
million persons may create a passenger-only ferry 
district.  The district may levy a property tax of up 
to 75 cents per $1,000 of assessed valuation for 
ferry district purposes.  In 2007, the King County 
Ferry District was created to enable passenger-
only ferry service. A ferry district is different from 
a Transportation Benefit District in that it is a 
special assessment district that receives benefits 
from ferry service in particular.

Sales and Use Tax/Motor Vehicle Tax (via Public 
Transportation Benefit District(PTBA)): PTBAs 
are the most common governing bodies for 
transit systems in Washington State and may 
be comprised of sub-county, countywide, and 
multi-county areas.  They are responsible for 
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constructing, improving, providing, and funding 
transportation improvements within the district.  
PTBAs have independent taxing authority to im-
plement projects, including property taxes, sales 
taxes, tolls, annual vehicle fees and transportation 
impact fees.  In 2003, HB 1853 amended state 
statutes to allow a PTBA with a boundary on the 
Puget Sound to provide passenger-only ferry ser-
vice once a passenger-only ferry investment plan 
was developed.  As part of the investment plan, 
the PTBA can use one or more revenue source 
including motor vehicle excise, sales and use tax, 
tolls and fees.

Washington State law (RCW82.14.440) limits 
the amount of local sales and use tax that 
can be directed towards a transit agency to 
nine tenths of one percent, and all sales tax 
increases must be voter-approved.   Up to 
fourth tenths of one percent of sales and use 
tax collected within the PTBA can be dedi-
cated to passenger ferry services.  The success 
of a sales tax vote will largely depend on the 
political leadership, clarity of vision, and voter 
mobilization that surround it.  

PTBAs are also provided authority to collect 
a motor vehicle excise tax (RCW 82.80.130) 
and can dedicate up to four tenths of one 
percent of motor vehicle excise tax collected 
to passenger ferry services.  Levy of an MVET 
requires voter approval of the passenger ferry 
investment plan and the setting of a tax rate.

General Fund Contributions: Cities have wide 
authority on how to spend local general funds.  
These monies could be allocated to support POF 
capital or operations if the local government saw 
a significant benefit from the service.  However, 
general funds are typically spent on basic public 
services such as police, fire protection and schools 
and are, therefore, an unlikely source for POF.

Port District Funds: The Port District Act autho-
rizes citizens to form a port district and to levy 

•

•

taxes.  Port Districts may levy $0.45 for every 
$1,000 of assessed value on taxable property.  
The funds provide the initial capital needed to 
construct and operate facilities and to establish 
a reserve of funds.  Most ports use the funds 
generated through the tax levy to pay for capital 
development, such as marine terminals, airport 
facilities, etc.  Businesses who lease port property 
pay a leasehold tax.  These funds could potentially 
be used for capital improvements at the ports.

House Bill 2730 was signed into law on March 
17, 2008. When this bill goes into effect in June 
2008 it will allow port districts to take a key role in 
Puget Sound POF delivery.  Specifically the bill: 

Expands the areas in which port districts may 
offer ferry service to include the Puget Sound.

Expands eligibility for the ferry grant program 
to include passenger only ferry systems oper-
ated by port districts.

Adds port districts to the passenger only ferry 
service providers with which the Washington 
State Ferries system must collaborate for 
terminal operations.

Bridge Tolls:  The Tacoma Narrows Bridge has 
the state’s first tolling program in nearly 20 years.  
The toll is estimated to generate $46 million in 
revenues in FY 2008/2009; however, all of the 
toll revenue and interest earnings are dedicated 
to paying the debt on bonds used to finance 
construction of the bridge and for paying ongoing 
operating and maintenance costs.  Under the cur-
rent bridge financing plan the toll will be removed 
when the bridge is paid off in 2030.  

In the San Francisco Bay Area, toll revenues 
collected by the Bay Area Toll Authority were 
increased to help pay for infrastructure upgrades 
and transit, including ferry service. Tacoma Nar-
rows toll revenues could be extended beyond the 

•

•

•
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predicted bond pay-off date (2030) to support 
transit and alternative transportation programs.  
There are a number of other regional bridges that 
might be considered for tolling and could provide 
dedicated revenue to POF operations or capital 
improvements.   While these facilities might be 
potential sources of future toll revenues, there will 
be strong support for these revenues to be used on 
the same facilities (or corridors) where they were 
generated, thus making their use for cross-sound 
passenger ferries unlikely.

Motor Vehicle Excise Tax (local):  A local MVET 
was approved by the State Legislature to benefit 
passenger-only ferry service.  (RCW 82.80.130)  
A public transportation benefit area which bor-
ders on Puget Sound, but is not located within 
a regional transit authority is authorized to levy 
an excise tax of up to 0.4 % of the value of every 
motor vehicle owned by residents of the PTBA in 
order to finance passenger-only ferry service.  The 
tax which was authorized in 2003, was meant for 
Kitsap County.  The tax has not yet been autho-
rized by the voters of the PTBA; therefore, the 0.4 
percent MVET has not been implemented. 

Congestion/Roadway Pricing:  It is possible that 
major Puget Sound highways, such as SR 520, 
SR 99, I-90, I-405, and I-5, could implement 
roadway pricing in order to raise funds for solving 
congestion and transportation problems.  Some 
of these revenues could be used to fund POF if 
a case could be made that it helped to alleviate 
traffic in those corridors. 

Private/Partnership Funding 
There are numerous opportunities for partner-
ships between the POF provider and the following 
public, private and non-profit entities:

Public-private partnerships (joint development of 
terminals):  Transportation options and access 
to major employment/activity centers is a major 
driver of neighborhood and housing attractive-
ness.  As waterfront communities develop at 
higher densities, developers may be interested 
in supporting transportation services that make 
their developments more attractive.  Much like 
bus or rail transit-oriented development (TOD), 
passenger only ferry service could act as a catalyst 
for mixed-use, transportation efficient land uses 
around terminal locations.  This relationship pro-
vides an opportunity for POF operators to work 
with enterprising developers on joint development 
of facilities that serve planned POF routes and 
boost the attractiveness of housing opportunities 
in the terminal area.

Public-private partnerships (Employer Commute 
Trip Reduction):  The Commute Trip Reduction 
(CTR) Law, enacted in 1991 as part of Washing-
ton’s Clean Air Act, requires that major employers 
provide employee transportation programs that 
encourage employees not to drive alone to work.  
Major employers are defined as a private or public 
employer with 100 or more employees at a work 
site.  If a major employer has a particularly high 
percentage of employees commuting via POF, it is 
possible that they would be motivated to subsidize 
ferry service.  

Public-private partnerships (business contributions 
to support development of tourist market):  Busi-
nesses or communities with economies reliant on 
tourism and visitation may see reason to support 
improved access via POF.  This could include a 
local business district or a single site, such as a 
casino, that hopes to attract more visitors from 
downtown Seattle or other areas around the 
region.
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Transportation Mitigation Funding (i.e., Alaskan 
Way Viaduct (AWV) or SR 520): It is possible 
that funding for POF could be secured as part of a 
traffic congestion mitigation component of larger 
projects such as the AWV or SR 520.  Supporting 
POF may help to alleviate congestion and reduce 
traffic impacts related to highway projects.

Sponsorships/Advertising: Sponsorship of terminals 
or vessels by private business could provide an op-
portunity to raise additional funds.  Nationwide, 
most transit agencies use sponsorships and ad-
vertising as revenue sources, including in-vehicle 
and shelter advertisements, station naming, and 
other more creative marketing possibilities.  Spon-
sorships are typically one-time payments, while 
advertising applies to ongoing revenues generated 
for operations.  Sponsorships might include the 
sales of naming rights to a station, vehicle/vessel, 
the entire line, or other feature of the project.  
This has been particularly successful on Tampa’s 
TECO trolley line, in which the naming rights to 
the line were sold to TECA Energy for $1 million; 
naming and limited branding of cars, stations, 
and individual seats were also sold to a variety of 
companies and individuals.  The total revenues 
generated were in excess of $2.5 million.  

Passenger ferries also create the opportunity for 
on-board or in-terminal advertisement.  There 
are a number of advertising firms that sell transit 
advertising, providing turnkey sales and provision 
of on-board advertising in exchange for a percent-
age of the profits. 

Concessions:  On-board or in-terminal concessions 
represent an opportunity for additional revenue 
for the operator but also involve capital and op-
erating costs. Generally, trips of greater than 45 
minutes can justify the commitment of space, 

weight, and crew labor to provide on-board food 
service.   Public or private operators who choose 
to provide food service will also have to deal with 
health inspections and additional crew training.  
Concession revenues can go directly to a public 
operator to support operations or to a private 
contract operator as part of their compensation 
package.

Charters:  Publicly or privately operated POF 
services may chose to use a charter operator to 
provide boats and crew or just the boats (bare 
boat charter).  Charter operations provide an 
opportunity for the operator to partner with the 
charter company to use the POF vessels for other 
purposes when they are not in passenger service.   
Revenue generated through vessel charters could 
help reduce the costs of the passenger ferry ser-
vice.   Casco Bay Lines (CBL) in Maine generates 
24 percent of its operating revenue comes from 
charters, tours, and advertising.   CBL provides 
tours for groups of between 50 and 100, and car-
ries them to the scenic islands, and even organizes 
beachside lobster bakes.

Nonprofit or Philanthropic Grants:  In recent years, 
many nonprofit foundations or other philan-
thropic organizations have begun to further their 
missions by investing in projects that benefit 
the environment and the public at large.  Typi-
cally, they make one-time donations for capital 
improvements or for seed money to jumpstart 
projects.  These sources can be competitive, but 
they are often less restrictive than public sector 
funds.  This support can come in the form of 
grants and loans.  There are a number of major 
corporate headquarters in the region, which could 
be approached for contributions.  
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Emergency/Evacuation Funds: In the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area, the Bay Area Water Emergency 
Transportation Authority (WETA) was created in 
order to consolidate ferry service and to build an 
emergency response and disaster recovery water 
transportation system for the region.  In the event 
of a major disaster or earthquake, the regional 
ferry system will serve the region by providing 
water transportation.  The Authority is eligible 
for California State Office of Emergency Services 
funds.  There may be opportunities to position 
POF in the Puget Sound to receive state or federal 
grant funds aimed at emergency preparedness.

Fares
Passenger Fares:  Passenger fare revenues will 
be an important element of any POF funding 
plan. It is unlikely that any POF service operat-
ing throughout the day will be able to return 
100% of its annual operating cost from the 
farebox.  However, it is reasonable to expect 
that fare revenues could cover 40% or more of 
the cost of annual operations on higher demand 
routes. On routes serving primarily commute 
trips farebox recovery rates may be higher.  Peak 
season services that also cater to recreational 
trips may be able to charge premium fares and 
recover a higher percent of operating costs.  On 
any route the rate of farebox recovery will vary 
based on the demand for the service, policy 
decisions about fare levels and basic service 
characteristics (route length, frequency, vessel 
type, etc).    
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Fare Policy Options
Passenger only ferry fare levels and operator ex-
pectations regarding the amount of operating cost 
recovered through fare collection (farebox recov-
ery) will vary from service-to-service depending 
on the operating structure and level of funding 
support through tax levies.   A number of other 
factors should be considered in setting POF fare 
levels.  While the Washington State Legislature 
mandates that tariff adjustments on Washington 
State Ferry auto routes account for many of these 
factors, there is no similar legislation for POF 
operators.   However, operators and policy makers 
should consider the following factors in setting 
fares for specific services:

The amount of long-term subsidy available to 
the system or run operator for maintenance 
and operation

The time of day (i.e. peak or off-peak), season 
(summer vs. winter) and length of the runs

The maintenance and operation costs for ferry 
routes 

The expected patronage of the system or route

The desirability of reasonable rates for poten-
tial passengers

The effect of proposed fares on passenger 
demand

The desire to integrate fare media and rate 
structures with land side transit

The estimated revenues that are projected to 
be earned by the system or run from commer-
cial advertisements, parking, contracts, leases, 
and other sources

The pre-purchase of multiple fares, whether 
for a single rider or multiple riders

Current and future POF services in the Puget 
Sounds are likely to fall into three basic catego-

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

ries that will require distinct approaches to fare 
policies:

1.	Publicly Operated,  
Tax Financed

Passenger ferry services operated by King County 
Ferry district and any future county ferry district, 
public transit agency or PTBA will be expected 
to maintain a relatively high level of fare subsidy.   
There may even be expectations that POF fares 
will match landside public transit fares, which 
would require a very high level of subsidy from 
sources other than the farebox.  Expectations 
will be driven by the fact that users are already 
paying for services through property or sales tax 
assessments.  

Summary:
Tax revenues provide primary source of 
operating funds

Fares set in line with landside public transit or 
with comparable level of farebox recovery

Capital costs covered through public grant 
sources

2.	Publicly Operated,  
but not Tax Financed

Plans for the Kingston Passenger Only Ferry 
service include a business plan that relies on 
passenger fares to support the full cost of opera-
tions.  However, because the service is operated 
by a public agency, the Kingston Port District, it 
is eligible to receive public funds, such as Federal 
Transit Administration grant funds for capital 
purchases and terminal improvements.  Eligibility 
for capital grant support eases the burden of the 
fare paying public, since fares are not required 
to cover capital costs.  However, a very high 
recovery rate or full recovery of operating cost 
through fares is needed as Port District revenues 

•

•

•
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are limited to capital expenses.  Similar expecta-
tion will be set for other Port Districts that chose 
to enter the arena of POF operations or for small 
quasi-governmental organizations or non-profits 
that are eligible to receive public grant funds, but 
don’t have dedicate tax revenue to support POF 
operations.

Summary:
Passenger fares provide primary source of 
operating funds, but may be supplemented by 
tax revenues

Fares set to achieve high level of (or full) 
farebox recovery

Capital costs covered through public grant 
sources

3.	Privately Operated,  
Privately Financed

The Victoria Clipper ferry service, which operates 
between Seattle and Victoria, B.C., is a privately 
operated business that relies primarily on revenue 
generated by passenger fares to support the cost 
of operating its vessels, providing capital, leasing 
dock space and managing its business operations.  
New POF services that focus entirely on the rec-
reational/tourist market will be required to use a 
similar business plan, where customer fares pay 
not only for the cost of vessel operations, but also 
support capital purchases.  

Summary:
Passenger fares provide sole source of operat-
ing funds (may be supplemented by minor 
sources such as advertising, concessions, etc)

Fares set to achieve 100% farebox recovery

Capital may also be raised through passenger 
fares

•

•

•

•

•

•

Farebox Recovery  
for Peer Systems
The following table shows the level of farebox 
recovery for several peer POF systems and the 
three POF runs currently operating in the Puget 
Sound.  Almost all peer POF routes evaluated in 
this study charged fares ranging between $0.50 
and $2.00 per nautical mile operated.  The most 
urban routes, including those operated by MBTA, 
Sydney Ferries and the West Seattle Water Taxi 
have the highest level of farebox recovery as well 
as the lowest level of subsidy per passenger mile.    
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Figure 5-2	 Summary of Peer Systems’ Operating Costs and Farebox Recovery Rates

POF System or 
Run

Annual Operating 
Costs

Annual Fare 
Revenue

Fare/Fare Struc-
ture (one-way)

Farebox Recovery 
Ratio (% of Operating 
Costs Recovered by 

Fares)

Sydney Ferries N/A N/A
$5.20 - $8.20, de-
pending on route 

distance
42%

Casco Bay Ferries $4,500,000 $2,070,000
$5.85 - $11.00 de-
pending on season 
and route distance

46%

Vallejo Baylink $13,600,000 $6,660,000 $12.50 49%

MBTA (Boston) $8,974,225 $6,025,740 $1.70 - $12 based 
on route distance 67%

Elliott Bay Water 
Taxi $386,400 $171,100 $3.00 45%

Kitsap Transit Foot 
Ferry $1,446,134 $231,064 $1.25 16%

WSF Vashon-Se-
attle Route $1,788,000 $513,000

$4.25
29%

Fare Levels and  
Impact on Demand
The scope of this study does not allow an in 
depth analysis of fare price elasticity on ridership 
demand in the identified service markets.  Sensi-
tivity to fare changes are certain to vary in current 
and potential POF communities.  Markets that 
have high incomes and limited alternative travel 
options are likely to be relatively inelastic to tariff 
changes.  However, in communities where other 
modal opportunities are available or access to 
existing auto ferry routes (with lower fares) are 
available, price elasticity will be greater.   A 1997 
study conducted by BC Transit to evaluate the 
impacts of rising operating costs due to increases 
in fuel costs on patronage estimated that BC Ferry 
recreational patronage would decrease by 3% to 
5% percent for every 10% increase in fares.�  It is 

�	  Pritchard, Mark. 1 997. Tourist price sensitivity and the 

elasticity of demand: The case of BC Ferries.  University of Arizona.

logical to assume that commuters would be less 
likely to stop riding due to fare increases given the 
economic importance of their trips and higher 
value placed on time.

Travel time also plays an important role in trip 
decision-making and patrons will balance the 
cost and use of their time in transport.   Ferry 
passengers in the Puget Sound region and San 
Francisco Bay Area have indicated through surveys 
that they highly value in-transit time, because it 
allows them an opportunity to work, read or relax.  
Washington State Ferries offers wireless Internet 
on all ferries, allowing people to conduct business 
during their commute.   The ability to comfort-
ably work on a laptop computer, something not 
possible on a bus, could decrease many commuters 
sensitivity to the fare premium.
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Other Fare Categories 
POF routes, particularly routes operated by 
public agencies, could provide discount fares 
to passengers with low incomes, fixed incomes, 
seniors, youth, and people with disabilities.   Dis-
count fares for passengers who commute daily or 
ride regularly have been used for attracting and 
maintaining a loyal customer base.  However, 
this policy runs counter to current thinking rela-
tive to tolling and congestion pricing based on 
demand, which would typically charge higher 
fares during peak hours when most commuters 
use the system.

Most POF systems provide fare discounts to:

Seniors and disabled passengers:  It is com-
mon practice to provide discount fare levels 
for senior citizens 60 years of age or older.  
Likewise, disabled citizens and often Veterans 
can receive discount fares.  On the WSF 
system, the fare discount for these groups is 
50% of the standard fare.

•

Youth.  On the WSF system children under 
6 travel free and children ranging from 6-18 
travel at 80% of the standard fare.  Youth 
discount rates vary from system to system, but 
most employ some level of discount for youth.

Regular Riders: Fare discounts for regular rid-
ers can be provided through discount monthly 
passes good for unlimited rides, ticket books 
that provide multiple ride tickets at a discount 
or on prepaid fare media.

Regional Pass/Smart Card holders: Seven 
Puget Sound transit agencies are working 
toward the implementation of a regional fare 
collection system, which will use a single 
smart card technology to collect fares on bus, 
rail and ferry systems.  The project goal is to 
develop a coordinated fare system that allows 
various agencies to maintain variable fare levels 
(i.e., ST regional fares are higher than King 
County Metro local bus fares) and provides 
passengers various levels of discount based 
on the number and type of transfers made on 
any given trip.  Integrating new POF services 
in the regional system will help to extend 
discounts to regional travelers that use POF 
and other landside transit services.

•

•

•





A
ppendix A

Page A-1 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

APPENDIX A.  Route Evaluation Sheets

Scoring Key
Evaluation Factor

D
em

an
d

Forecasted Daily Riders (Weekday):
High =  1000 and above

Medium = 400 – 999

Low =  0 – 399
Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use (qualitative):
High = Many tourist and recreational destinations accessible by transit, bike or foot on both ends of the trip.

Medium = Many tourist and recreational destinations accessible by transit, bike or foot on one end of the trip.

Low = Few tourist and recreational destinations accessible by transit, bike or foot on either end of the trip.
Potential for Off-peak Use (Non-Commute, Non-Tourism/Rec.):  
High = Many shopping, healthcare and other non-work destinations accessible by transit, bike or foot on both ends of the trip.

Medium = Many shopping, healthcare and other non-work destinations accessible by transit, bike or foot on one end of the trip.

Low = Few shopping, healthcare and other non-work destinations accessible by transit, bike or foot on either end of the trip.

Note: This complex category includes an assessment of the relative imbalance of services on each end of the trip, and whether destinations can be reached within a 
reasonable travel time. This category does not account for the degree of recreational and tourist travel that may occur in the off-peak hours.

•
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Evaluation Factor
M

od
al

 A
dv

an
ta

ge
Availability of Other Viable Modes:  
High = Three or more other modes are available to travel between the two points starting from the lower density end of the trip. 

Medium = Two other modes are available to travel between the two points starting from the lower density end of the trip.

Low = Only one other mode is available for travel between the two points starting from the lower density end of the trip.

Note: This evaluation factor assesses what feasible modes other than POF (driving, rail, bus transit, auto ferry) people could reasonably use to travel between the two 
destinations. Although one could potentially bike or walk between some of the locations analyzed, biking and walking are not modes likely to be utilized by a significant 
proportion of the user market due to relatively long distances and travel times so are not included as “viable” modes. 

•

Travel Time Savings on POF Compared to Next Best Mode *:  
High = POF provides between a more than a 30% time savings compared to the next best mode

Medium = POF provides between a 1% and 30% time savings compared to the next best mode

Low = No or negative time savings compared to the next best mode.

Note:  Travel time is calculated from terminal to terminal.  Travel time to and from the terminal is widely variable depending on the mode of access and is therefore not 
included.  When the next best mode is assumed to be auto, auto travel times are estimated under the assumption of peak period traffic and delay.  

•
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Evaluation Factor
La

nd
 U

se
Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: 
High = Both of the route’s terminal areas are currently characterized by existing high density mixed-use development with anticipated further increased densities 
in the future based on what is allowable in comprehensive plans.

Medium = At least one terminal area is currently characterized by existing high density mixed-use development while the second one is characterized by existing 
medium density development with anticipation of increased densities in the future based on what is allowable in comprehensive plans.

Low = At least one of the two terminal areas is currently characterized by existing rural and/or low-density development with a low likelihood of increased densi-
ties in the future based on what is allowable in comprehensive plans.
Viability of Terminal Siting:  
High = Terminal infrastructure already in place and/or only minor facility improvements necessary to provide service; Vessel ingress/egress to terminal has little 
or no obstructions and has sufficient space to maneuver; Minimal effort necessary to acquire or negotiate a lease for use of terminal facility; Minimal potential 
for environmental impact issues as a result of new construction (e.g. where a terminal is already in place, no significant new impacts are anticipated due to 
new construction).

Medium =  Waterfront infrastructure already in place but moderate facility improvement is necessary to provide a POF terminal; Vessel ingress/egress from 
terminal has some restrictions; Moderate effort necessary to acquire or negotiate a lease for terminal facility; Moderate potential for environmental impact issues 
as a result of needed new construction.

Low = Minimal or no waterfront infrastructure in place and/or substantial facility improvement is necessary to provide a POF terminal; Significant restrictions 
to vessel ingress/egress from terminal; Significant effort necessary to acquire or negotiate a lease for terminal facility; High potential for environmental impact 
issues as a result of needed new construction.



A
ppendix A

Page A-4 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

Evaluation Factor
O
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Navigability:  
High = Minimal restricted passages, minimal speed restrictions, minimal security restricted zones, low vessel traffic and little or no involvement with existing Vessel 
Traffic Separation Lanes, no vehicle ferry routes to cross.

Medium = Short restricted passages, small fraction of the route with speed restrictions, minimal security restricted zones, moderate vessel traffic and/or moderate 
involvement with existing Vessel Traffic Separation Lanes, cross no more than one vehicle ferry route. 

Low = Significant restricted passages, significant fraction of the route with speed restrictions, significant security restricted zones, high vessel traffic and/or sig-
nificant involvement with Vessel Traffic Separation Lanes, cross more than one vehicle ferry route.
Transit Service Adequacy:
High = Transit service frequency and access is good to excellent at both terminals, given land uses, densities, Park & Ride locations, and estimated POF ridership. 
Transit routes connect directly to common destinations and attractions. A relatively minor investment would be needed to make transit a viable mode of access.

Medium = Transit service is fair at one terminal and good or excellent at the other, given land uses, densities, Park & Ride locations, and estimated POF rider-
ship. Transit routes connect moderately well to common destinations and attractions. A relatively moderate level of investment would be needed to make transit 
a viable mode of access.

Low = Transit service frequency and access is poor at one terminal or fair at both terminals, given land uses, densities, Park & Ride locations, and estimated 
POF ridership. Transit routes offer poor to no connection to common destinations and attractions. Significant investment would be needed to make transit a viable 
mode of access.

Note: “Adequacy” considers frequency of existing and planned 2030 routes, the distance between terminals and bus/transit/rail stops, and the operating model of the rel-
evant transit agency (e.g. Kitsap Transit routinely schedules bus routes to meet ferries).

•

Pedestrian Accessibility:
High = Both terminal areas are characterized by a high percentage of adjacent housing as well as commercial/recreational destinations within ½ mile walking 
radius. 

Medium = At least one terminal area is characterized by a high percentage of adjacent housing as well as commercial/recreational destinations within ½ mile 
walking radius,.  

Low = At least one of the two terminal areas is characterized by a low percentage of adjacent housing as well as commercial/recreational destinations,. Routes 
with one or more terminals that lack immediately adjacent sidewalks will also be rated ‘Low’.

Note: For any route to Seattle, the pedestrian score is based on the non-Seattle terminal.•
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Evaluation Factor
O
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Bike Accessibility:
High = Both of the route’s terminal areas have nearby bicycle routes along low traffic streets or on-street facilities for those terminals with high traffic areas.  The 
presence of a signed regional trail within 500 feet would improve the bike accessibility rating.

Medium = At least one terminal area has nearby bicycle routes along low traffic streets or on-street facilities for those terminals with high traffic areas.  The pres-
ence of a regional trail within 1 mile would improve the bike accessibility rating.

Low = Both terminals are in areas with high traffic volume streets with no on-street bike lanes or bike route alternatives on low traffic roads.  
Available Terminal Area Parking:
High = Ample long-term parking capacity exists immediately adjacent to both terminals to support anticipated future POF parking demand.

Medium = Some long-term parking capacity exists immediately adjacent to both terminals to support anticipated future POF parking demand.

Low = Little long-term parking capacity exists immediately adjacent at one or more of the terminals to support anticipated future POF parking demand.

* Note: This evaluation factor considers whether or not there is existing long-term parking in lots or structures immediately next to the terminal area. This does 
not consider the ability to build parking, or how much drivers are charged for parking; this matrix highlights areas where there is a need for capital investments in 
order to support a POF route.
Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:
High = The increased traffic volumes associated with POF service would create a large adverse impact in both terminal areas.

Medium = The increased traffic volumes associated with POF service would create a large adverse impact in only one terminal area, or a medium impact in both 
terminal areas.

Low = The increased traffic volumes associated with POF service would create a minimal impact in one or both terminal areas.
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Evaluation Factor
C

o
st

Capital Cost:  
High = Significant property acquisition and/or construction cost necessary to develop POF terminal; need 2 or more 149-pax vessels (not counting spares) to 
provide anticipated LOS; Vessel requirements to service route include cost-adding features (e.g. ride control systems). 

Medium = Moderate property acquisition and/or construction cost necessary to develop POF terminal; 2 149-pax vessels needed (not counting spares) to 
provide anticipated level of service.

Low = Minimal property acquisition and/or construction cost necessary to develop POF terminal; 1 or 2 149-pax vessels needed (not counting spares) to provide 
anticipated LOS.
Cost Per Passenger Mile:
High = Relatively low ridership on mostly-empty vessels, resulting in high per-passenger operating costs.  Service profile has significant number of underutilized 
“deadhead” runs (e.g. empty return trips). 

Medium = Moderate ridership; Service profile has moderate number of underutilized runs.

Low = Relatively high ridership on mostly-full vessels, resulting in low per-passenger operating costs; Service profile minimizes underutilized runs; Minimal 
number of “deadhead” runs.
Capital Cost Avoidance:
High = Presence of POF service defers or eliminates significant alternative transportation infrastructure investments that might otherwise be needed to meet 
demand.

Medium = Presence of POF service has little to no effect on alternative transportation infrastructure investments.

Low = POF service competes with alternative transportation modes that have available excess capacity or where capacity can be added in a more cost-effec-
tive manner.

En
v

ir
o

n
m

en
t

Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:
High = High preponderance of narrow or restricted channels on route.

Medium = Route has some instances of nearshore travel.

Low = Route is mostly open water with no or very little nearshore travel.
Congestion Avoidance Value:
High = The driving alternative is on frequently congested roadways.

Medium = The driving alternative is on intermittently congested roadways, or on very congested roadways that comprise only part of the trip.

Low = The driving alternative is on roadways that are not normally congested.



A
ppendix A

Page A-7 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

Figure A-1	 Summary Route Evaluation Results Matrix

ROUTE

Est. Daily 
Riders 
(2030)

Pot. for 
Tourism  
and Rec. 

Use

Pot. for 
Off-

Peak 
Use

Modal Advantage
Land Use  

Compatibility Operations & System Integration Cost Environment

Avail. of 
Other 
Viable 
Modes

Travel 
Time 

Savings

Terminal 
Area Den-
sity and 
Planned 

Land Use

Viability  
of 

Terminal 
Siting

Naviga-  
bility

Transit 
Access

Ped 
Access

Bike 
Access

Avail. 
Terminal 

Area 
Parking

Vulner-  
ability to 

Traffic 
Impacts

Capital 
Cost

Cost 
Per 

Pass. 
Mile

Capital 
Cost 

Avoid-  
ance 
Value

Sensitiv-
ity to 
Wake 

Impacts

Congestion 
Avoidance 

Value

West Seattle - 	
Downtown Seattle M H M M M M H M M M H L M L M M L M

Vashon Island-
Seattle M M M L M L H H M L L M M L M L L L

Bremerton-	
Port Orchard H L M M H M H M H M M H M L M M L M

Annapolis -	
Bremerton M L M M H M H M M M M H M M L M L M

Bremerton-Seattle H M H H H H H M M H M M M M L M H M
Kingston-Seattle M M M H H M H H L M M M M L L H L M

Southworth/	
Manchester-	

Seattle
H M M H H L L H L L M M M H M H L M

Port Orchard-
Seattle H M M H H M H M M M M M M M M M H M

Suquamish-	
Seattle L M M H H L L H M L M L M H M L L M

Bainbridge-	
Des Moines L L M H H M M M L M M M M M M L L M

Kirkland-Univ. 
of WA M M M M M H M M H M H L H M M M M H

Renton - Leschi L M L M L M H M L M H M M L H M L H
Kenmore - 	
Univ. of WA L M M M L M H M M M H M M L H M M H

Shilshole-Seattle L M M M L M M M L M H M M L H L L L
Des Moines 

- Seattle L M H M L M M H L H H M M M H L L M

Port Townsend-
Seattle M H H M M M H M M H H L M M L M L M

Seattle-	
Vancouver B.C. M H L H L H H L M H H L M H M L L M
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West Seattle – Downtown Seattle (Elliott Bay Water Taxi)
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em

an
d

Estimated Daily Ridership:  660 M
Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Seattle is a major tourist destination with attractions accessible 
by foot, bike or transit, but there are few tourist attractions on the West Seattle side.   M

Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Seattle is a dense, mixed-use urban center with many 
shopping, healthcare and other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit.  The West Seattle side 
is proximate to highly popular Alki Beach, and also due to the relatively short travel time and affordable cost, this 
route sees considerable volumes of tourist traffic.

H

M
od

al
 

Ad
v.

Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Two other modes exist for travel between these points—auto and bus. M

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF provides about a 29% time savings compared to 
driving in peak hour conditions. H

La
nd

 U
se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The  Elliott Bay Water Taxi currently operates from the Argosy 
terminal on the downtown Seattle waterfront.  The terminal is located in an urban downtown setting with high den-
sity mixed-use development.  The West Seattle Seacrest Park Location is characterized by relatively low density 
residential and commercial development.

M

Viability of Terminal Siting:  Minimal to moderate terminal improvements would be necessary to support continued 
POF service on this route, and terminals currently exist on both sides.   H
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West Seattle – Downtown Seattle (Elliott Bay Water Taxi)
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

O
pe

ra
tio

ns
 a

nd
  

Sy
st

em
 In

te
gr

at
io

n

Navigability:  The route crosses the southern part of Elliott Bay, which is a high-traffic area for the Harbor Island 
industrial area.  Container ship, cruise ship and barge traffic and fog can create some challenges for navigation. M

Transit Service and Access:  On the Seattle side, existing connecting transit service is fair for an urban employ-
ment and commercial center such as downtown Seattle, with relatively low frequencies connecting directly to the 
terminal, and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. is about a third -mile away up a steep hill.  In West Seattle, 
shuttles connect to arrivals and departures, and circulate passengers to major West Seattle hubs.

M

Pedestrian Accessibility:  The downtown Seattle terminal is located in a dense urban center with a high number 
of destinations and attractions, with built out sidewalk networks and signaled crosswalks.  The West Seattle side 
does have sidewalks, but there are a relatively small number of commercial destinations and housing within walk-
ing distance of the terminal.

M

Bike Accessibility:  Ferry terminals on both sides are connected to built out bicycle networks. H

Available Terminal Area Parking: No parking exists at Seattle’s Colman Dock terminal, but many parking ga-
rages are located within a few blocks.  Very little parking exists at the West Seattle Elliott Bay location at Seacrest 
Park.

L

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  The downtown Seattle terminal is located in a dense downtown with high existing 
traffic volumes.  Increased traffic due to POF service would increase the load on the adjacent street network, but 
probably would not cause extreme congestion or delay.  On the West Seattle side, the largely residential community 
would be highly vulnerable to negative traffic impacts.

M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Minimal property acquisition and/or construction cost would be necessary to develop POF terminals; 
one 149-pax vessel is needed (not counting spares) to provide anticipated LOS. L

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  Assuming 660 daily riders aboard a 149-pax vessel, a moderate operating cost per 
mile (CPM) is anticipated.   M

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Direct POF service between West Seattle and downtown Seattle probably has a neg-
ligible impact on alternate transportation investments, but potentially could help alleviate the need to expand the 
West Seattle Bridge in the future.

M
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West Seattle – Downtown Seattle (Elliott Bay Water Taxi)
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

En
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Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  This route does not have any instances of near-shore travel at cruise speed.  No 
wake impacts are anticipated. L

Congestion Avoidance Value:  POF would allow drivers to avoid the drive on the West Seattle Bridge and SR 
99, which experience moderate congestion during peak-periods. M
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Vashon Island - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em

an
d Estimated Daily Ridership:  520 M

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Seattle is a major tourist destination with attractions accessible by foot, bike or transit.  Vashon 
Island has very few tourist attractions. M

Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.): Seattle is a dense, mixed-use urban center with many shopping, healthcare and 
other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit.  Vashon has very few such services. M

M
od

al
 

Ad
v.

Availability of Other Viable Modes:  One other mode exists for travel between these points—WSF auto ferry. L

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF provides about a 27% time savings compared to taking the WSF auto ferry to 
Fauntleroy and then driving to downtown Seattle in peak hour conditions. M

La
nd

 
U

se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use:  Colman Dock in Seattle is located in an urban downtown setting with high density mixed-use 
development.  Vashon is in a low-density, relatively rural setting. L

Viability of Terminal Siting:  Minimal to moderate waterfront improvements would be necessary to support continued POF service on this 
route, and terminals already exist on both sides. H
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Vashon Island - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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Navigability:  The route crosses the Puget Sound Vessel Traffic Separation (VTS) lanes and may encounter some Elliott Bay Harbor traffic.  
Fog is sometimes an issue. H

Transit Service and Access:  Vashon is connected by good transit service given existing land use, POF frequencies and ridership.  On the 
Seattle side, existing connecting transit service is fair for an urban employment and commercial center such as downtown Seattle, with relatively 
low frequencies connecting directly to the terminal, and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. is about a third -mile away up a steep hill.

M

Pedestrian Accessibility:  The Colman Dock terminal is located in a dense urban center with a high number of destinations and attractions, 
with built out sidewalk networks and signaled crosswalks.  In Vashon, walking facilities are sparse and there is a low percentage of adjacent 
housing, commercial or other destinations within walking distance.

L

Bike Accessibility:  The Colman Dock terminal is located in a dense urban center with a high number of destinations and attractions, with built 
out bicycle networks.  The Vashon side has fair or poor bike connectivity, due to relatively high speed rural roads and steep geographies. L

Available Terminal Area Parking: No parking exists at Seattle’s Colman Dock terminal, but many parking garages are located within a few 
blocks.  However, these are sometimes at or near capacity.  In Vashon, limited parking is available about a block away from the terminal on the 
hill. There are Park and Ride lots available in the town of Vashon.

M

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  The Seattle terminal is located in a dense downtown with high existing traffic volumes.  Increased traffic due 
to POF service would increase the load on the adjacent street network, but probably would not cause extreme congestion or delay.  Increased 
POF service out of Vashon would generate traffic volumes that are higher than what is experienced today, which would could generate a notice-
able impact on its terminal area and adjacent neighborhoods and road networks.  Because of the limited opportunity for POF riders to walk or 
ride bicycles to and from the Vashon terminal, they would largely rely on transit or auto access to reach the passenger ferry.

M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Minimal property acquisition and/or construction cost necessary to develop POF terminal; one 149-pax vessel is needed (not 
counting spares) to provide anticipated LOS. L

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  Assuming 520 daily riders aboard a 149-pax vessel, a moderate operating cost per mile is anticipated.   M
Capital Cost Avoidance:  Increased POF service on this route is unlikely to have an effect on alternative transportation modes, and may even 
draw passengers off of WSF’s current auto ferry service. L

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  This route does not have any instances of near-shore travel at cruise speed.  No wake impacts are antici-
pated. L

Congestion Avoidance Value:  POF does not allow drivers to avoid congested roadways. L
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Bremerton – Port Orchard 
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em

an
d Estimated Daily Ridership:  1,773 H

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Few tourist and recreational destinations are accessible by foot, bike, or transit in Bremerton 
and Port Orchard. L

Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec):  Bremerton has many shopping, healthcare and other non-work destinations ac-
cessible by foot, bike or transit.  Port Orchard has fewer such destinations. M

M
od

al
 

Ad
v.

Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Two other modes exist for travel between these points—auto and transit M

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF offers a 50% time savings compared to auto between Port Orchard and Bremer-
ton. H

La
nd

 
U

se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The Bremerton terminal is located in an urban downtown setting with high density mixed-
use development.  The Port Orchard terminal is located in a low to medium density commercial area of town with fair to good anticipation of 
increased densities in the future.

M

Viability of Terminal Siting:  Bremerton and Port Orchard already have terminals for POF service. H
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Bremerton – Port Orchard 
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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n Navigability:  The route crosses Sinclair Inlet, with line of sight between both terminals.  WSF ferry traffic occasionally impacts vessel ar-
rival/departure in Bremerton.  Navy vessel traffic also may impact the vessel’s route.  Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause navigation 
challenges especially for early morning runs.

M

Transit Service and Access:  On the Bremerton side, connecting transit service is excellent, with high frequencies, timed transfers and coaches 
stopping directly in front of the terminal.  On the Port Orchard side, transit service is good, given current densities and land uses, with four 
buses per hour today. Existing park-and-rides are located in downtown Port Orchard, as well as to the south and east of downtown, although 
no park-and-rides are located west of downtown.  

H

Pedestrian Accessibility: The Bremerton ferry terminal is located in a dense urban center with a high number of destinations and attractions, 
with built out sidewalk networks and signaled crosswalks. There are some destinations within a ½ mile radius of the existing Port Orchard 
Transit Foot Ferry, located within a small walkable downtown.

M

Bike Accessibility: On-street bike facilities have been installed in Bremerton as well as connections across to Manette. Some intersections 
have been designated as difficult for cyclists. Access does exist from the terminal to recreational routes. However, these generally consist of 
the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists.  Bike facilities for novice riders are limited in the vicinity of 
Port Orchard; however, it appears that traffic volumes are low.  Access does exist from the terminal to recreational routes, but these generally 
consist of the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists.

M

Available Terminal Area Parking:  There are thirteen parking lots within 3.5 blocks of the Bremerton terminal.  Port Orchard has some long-
term parking located near its foot ferry terminal. H

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  The Bremerton terminal is located in a dense downtown with high existing traffic volumes.  Traffic volumes 
in Port Orchard are generally low, but would increase with additional service. M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Terminal infrastructure is in place and operational.  Vessels already serve this route. L
Cost Per Passenger Mile:  Anticipated ridership figures and the corresponding operational profile indicate a well-utilized service that will be 
near-capacity during peak periods.  However, midday and deadhead runs feature relatively low load factors, which increase this metric. M

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Passenger ferry service across Sinclair Inlet mitigates the need for landside bus service, but no significant capital 
investment is avoided. M

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:   This route does not have any instances of near-shore travel at cruise speed.  No wake impacts are antici-
pated. L

Congestion Avoidance Value:  The route between Port Orchard and Bremerton is not normally congested.  This POF service would allow the 
user to avoid congestion in the Gorst area of SR 3/SR 16 at the west end of Sinclair Inlet experiences regular congestion.   M
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Bremerton – Annapolis
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
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an
d Estimated Daily Ridership:  717 M

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Few tourist and recreational destinations are accessible by foot, bike, or transit in Bremerton 
or Annapolis. L

Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec):  Bremerton has many shopping, healthcare and other non-work destinations ac-
cessible by foot, bike or transit.  Annapolis has few destinations like this. M

M
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Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Two other modes exist for travel between these points—auto and transit. M

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF offers a 74% time savings compared to auto between Annapolis and Bremer-
ton. H

La
nd
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Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The Bremerton terminal is located in an urban downtown setting with high density mixed-use 
development.  The Annapolis terminal is located in a small town setting with low density development. M

Viability of Terminal Siting:  Bremerton and Annapolis already have terminals for POF service.   H
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Navigability:  The route crosses Sinclair Inlet, with line of sight between both terminals.  WSF ferry traffic occasionally impacts vessel ar-
rival/departure in Bremerton.  Navy vessel traffic also may impact the vessel’s route.  Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause navigation 
challenges especially for early morning runs.

M

Transit Service and Access:  On the Bremerton side, connecting transit service is excellent, with high frequencies, timed transfers and coaches 
stopping directly in front of the terminal.  On the Annapolis side, connecting transit service is adequate for a small town, with one bus route. M
Pedestrian Accessibility: The Bremerton terminal is located in dense urban centers with a high number of destinations and attractions, with 
built out sidewalk networks and signaled crosswalks.  The Annapolis terminal does not have many destinations reachable by foot. M

Bike Accessibility: On-street bike facilities have been installed in Bremerton as well as connections across to Manette. Some intersections 
have been designated as difficult for cyclists. Access does exist from the terminal to recreational routes. However, these generally consist of 
the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists.  There are few bike facilities in Annapolis.  

M

Available Terminal Area Parking:  There are thirteen parking lots within 3.5 blocks of the Bremerton terminal.  Annapolis has a park-and-ride 
lot with 74 parking spots located near the terminal. H

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  The Bremerton terminal is located in dense downtowns with high existing traffic volumes.  Annapolis does 
not currently have high traffic volumes, but they could increase with more service. M
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Bremerton – Annapolis
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Terminal infrastructure is in place and operational.  Vessels already serve this route.  However, a new ADA-accessible facility 
at Annapolis is recommended for long term service. M

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  Anticipated ridership figures and the corresponding operational profile indicate a well-utilized service that will be 
near-capacity during peak periods.  As a result, this route should have low operating cost per passenger mile. L

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Service across Sinclair Inlet mitigates the need for landside bus service, but no significant capital investment is 
avoided. M

En
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t Sensitivity to Wake Impacts: This route does not have any instances of near-shore travel at cruise speed.  No wake impacts are antici-

pated. L

Congestion Avoidance Value:  This POF service would allow the user to avoid congestion in the Gorst area of SR 3/SR 16 at the west end 
of Sinclair Inlet experiences regular congestion.   M
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Bremerton - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
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d Estimated Daily Ridership:  3,460 H

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Many tourist and recreational attractions are accessible on the Seattle side via foot, bike or 
transit.  Fewer attractions are accessible without a vehicle on the Bremerton side. M

Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec):  Both Seattle and Bremerton are dense, mixed-use urban centers with many shop-
ping, healthcare and other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit. H

M
od

al
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Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Three other modes exist for travel between these points—auto, bus transit, and WSF auto ferry. H

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF offers a 48% time savings compared to WSF auto ferry. H

La
nd
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Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: Both Seattle and Bremerton terminals are located in urban downtown settings with high 
density mixed-use development. H

Viability of Terminal Siting:  Bremerton, the site of previous POF service, currently has a fully-equipped terminal in place.  Minimal effort would 
be required to equip this location to resume POF service from Bremerton to Seattle. H



A
ppendix A

Page A-18 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

Bremerton - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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Navigability:  This route will parallel the WSF Auto Ferry from Bremerton to Seattle.  The route crosses the Vessel Traffic Separation (VTS) 
lanes.  In Elliott Bay, there is a potential for speed restrictions during docking and to accommodate nearby barge traffic. US Navy vessels transit 
Rich Passage, there is a security restricted zone around the vessel which will preclude passing in the narrow section of the passage.  Poor 
visibility due to dense fog can cause navigation challenges, especially for early morning runs.

M

Transit Service and Access:  On the Bremerton side, connecting transit service is excellent, with high frequencies, timed transfers and coaches 
stopping directly in front of the terminal.  On the Seattle side, existing connecting transit service is fair for an urban employment and commercial 
center such as downtown Seattle, with relatively low frequencies connecting directly to the terminal, and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. 
is about a third -mile  away up a steep hill.

M

Pedestrian Accessibility: Both the Bremerton ferry terminal and Colman Dock are located in dense urban centers with a high number of 
destinations and attractions, with built out sidewalk networks and signaled crosswalks. H

Bike Accessibility: On-street bike facilities have been installed in Bremerton as well as connections across to Manette. Some intersections 
have been designated as difficult for cyclists. Access does exist from the terminal to recreational routes. However, these generally consist of 
the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists.  Bike connections to Seattle’s Colman Dock are planned 
as high priority projects after reconstruction of the terminal.  

M

Available Terminal Area Parking:  There are thirteen parking lots within 3.5 blocks of the Bremerton terminal.  No parking exists at Seattle’s 
Colman Dock terminal, but many parking garages are located within a few blocks.  However, these are sometimes at or near capacity. M

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  Both terminals are located in dense downtowns with high existing traffic volumes.  Increased traffic due to 
POF service would increase the load on the adjacent street network, but probably would not cause extreme congestion or delay. M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Terminal improvements prior to POF service launch and their associated costs are negligible.  Two 149-pax boats will be needed 
to meet service requirements during peak periods, and one 149-pax vessel will meet modeled off-peak demand.  Vessels required to service 
this route would need to be designed with minimal wake wash at operating speed.

M

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  The Bremerton route is likely to have a high degree of service utilization, particularly during peak periods.  Multiple 
trips will likely approach full capacity.  There is likely to be a moderate degree of deadhead or underutilized return trips.   L

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Direct travel from Bremerton-Seattle currently exists via the WSF auto ferry.  If ridership grows, it could strain the 
passenger capacity of the currently-operating auto ferry vessels during peak periods.  Additional passenger capacity would entail operating a 
larger-capacity vessel on the route or providing more frequent auto ferry departures.  However, the minimal need for terminal improvements 
help balance out this equation.

M
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Bremerton - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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t Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  For almost half the route, the vessel is in Rich Passage, a wake wash-sensitive area.  At least two lawsuits 

regarding wake wash in Rich Passage have been settled in favor of the plaintiff, and the vessels were ordered by the court to slow down while 
in the passage.

H

Congestion Avoidance Value:  POF would allow drivers to avoid the drive around the South Sound, including the often congested I-5 cor-
ridor. M
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Kingston - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
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d Daily Ridership:  920 M

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Many tourist and recreational attractions are accessible on the Seattle side via foot, bike or 
transit.  Fewer attractions are accessible without a vehicle on the Kingston side. M
Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Seattle is a dense, mixed-use urban center with many shopping, healthcare and 
other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit.  Kingston has a limited number of such destinations accessible by transit, bike 
or foot.

M

M
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Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Three other modes exist for travel between these points—auto, transit (including commuter rail on the 
west side) and WSF auto ferry. H

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF provides a 42% time savings compared to taking the WSF auto ferry to Edmonds 
and then Sound Transit’s Sounder commuter rail from Edmonds to Seattle. H

La
nd
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Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The Seattle terminal is located in an urban downtown setting characterized by high density 
mixed-use development.  The Kingston terminal area is characterized by low to medium density development with a good anticipated likelihood 
of increased densities in the future.

M

Viability of Terminal Siting:  Kingston previously offered POF service to Seattle from a terminal located immediately south of the existing 
WSF terminal. H
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Kingston - Seattle
Evaluation Factor
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Navigability:  This route crosses the Vessel Traffic Separation (VTS) lanes and parallels the VTS lanes for an extended distance.  In Elliott 
Bay, there is a potential for speed restrictions during docking and during nearby barge movements.  Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause 
navigation challenges especially for early morning runs.

H

Transit Service and Access: On the Kingston side transit service and access is fair, as transit frequencies are relatively low, and no routes or 
park-and-rides connect points west.  On the Seattle side, existing connecting transit service is fair for an urban employment and commercial 
center such as downtown Seattle, with relatively low frequencies connecting directly to the terminal and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. 
is about a third -mile away up a steep hill.

L

Pedestrian Accessibility:  The existing Kingston ferry terminal is located in a walkable downtown core, but commercial and residential desti-
nations and attractions within ½ mile are limited.  In Seattle, the high number of destinations and employment centers make the Colman Dock 
terminal highly accessible for pedestrians.

M

Bike Accessibility:  Bike facilities appear to be minimal in this area.  Roadways have relatively wide shoulders and recreational riding is 
popular; however, auto speeds are high, and local “bike routes” generally consist of the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate 
for experienced cyclists.  Bike connectivity is high to local trail networks along the Seattle downtown waterfront. Further route connections to 
Seattle’s Colman Dock are planned as high priority projects after reconstruction of the terminal.  

M

Available Terminal Area Parking:  One paid parking lot exists at the Kingston terminal, with 76 spaces.  No parking exists at Seattle’s Colman 
Dock terminal, but many parking garages are located within a few blocks.  However, these are sometimes at or near capacity. M

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts: POF service out of Kingston would generate traffic volumes that are higher than what is experienced today, 
which would likely generate a noticeable impact on Kingston’s downtown and adjacent neighborhoods and road networks.  

Seattle’s Colman Dock is located in a dense downtown setting with high existing traffic volumes.  Increased traffic due to POF service would 
increase the load on the adjacent street network, but probably would not cause extreme congestion or delay.

M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Minimal capital investment will be necessary to equip the existing POF terminal for service.  Two 149-pax vessels will be neces-
sary to meet modeled peak demand, while one 149-pax vessel will be suitable for off-peak periods. L

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  A moderate-to-high utilization is anticipated, with commute-oriented runs likely to be near capacity.  There are likely 
to be a large percentage of deadhead runs. L

Capital Cost Avoidance:  POF service from Kingston-Seattle is likely to relieve congestion in the SR-305 transportation corridor and at the 
Bainbridge Island ferry terminal.  Further, less pressure will be placed on providing additional passenger capacity aboard WSF ferries that 
service the Bainbridge route.  

H
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Kingston - Seattle
Evaluation Factor
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(H, M, L)
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Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  The route runs through an open portion of Puget Sound, and wake wash impact will be low.   L

Congestion Avoidance Value:  Compared with the option of taking a vehicle on the Kingston-Edmonds auto ferry, POF would allow drivers 
to avoid high levels of congestion on I-5 between Edmonds and Seattle. H
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Southworth/Manchester Beach - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em
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d Daily Ridership:  1870 H

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Many tourist and recreational attractions are accessible on the Seattle side via foot, bike or 
transit.  Few or no attractions on the Southworth/Manchester side are accessible without a vehicle. M
Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Seattle is a dense, mixed-use urban center with many shopping, healthcare 
and other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit.  Southworth/Manchester has few or no such destinations accessible by 
transit, bike or foot.

M

M
od

al
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v. Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Three other modes exist for travel between these points—auto, bus and the WSF ferries. H

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF provides a 53% time savings compared to taking the auto ferry to Vashon Island 
and then the existing POF to downtown Seattle. H

La
nd

 U
se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The Seattle terminal is located in an urban downtown setting characterized by high density 
mixed-use development.  The Southworth/Manchester proposed terminal sites are characterized by low density rural development with little 
anticipated likelihood of much increased densities in the future.

L

Viability of Terminal Siting:  A POF terminal in the Southworth/Manchester vicinity has been explored in previous plans for service to Seattle.  
Significant planning and preliminary designs have been prepared for a terminal float and gangway access to be constructed as an extension 
of the existing WSF terminal to the southeast, although significant problems exist at this site.  Minimal effort would be necessary to obtain 
a terminal lease.  Environmental issues associated with new terminal construction are to be expected.  Manchester and Harper’s Landing 
have minimal waterfront infrastructure in place, and substantial property lease/acquisition and construction would be needed to provide a 
POF terminal and supporting facilities, which would likely pose environmental challenges.

L
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Southworth/Manchester Beach - Seattle
Evaluation Factor
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Navigability:  This route parallels the WSF Auto Ferry route on departure from Southworth, then crosses the Vessel Traffic Separation (VTS) 
lanes.  In Elliott Bay, there is a potential for speed restrictions during docking and nearby barge movements.  Poor visibility due to dense fog 
can cause navigation challenges, especially for early morning runs.

H

Transit Service and Access:  On the Southworth/Manchester side, transit service is fair, given densities and projected ridership.  Frequen-
cies would need to be increased and park-and-rides would likely be needed at points west and northwest of the potential terminal sites.  On 
the Seattle side, existing connecting transit service is fair for an urban employment and commercial center such as downtown Seattle, with 
relatively low frequencies connecting directly to the terminal, and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. is about a third -mile away up a steep 
hill.

L

Pedestrian Accessibility:  The rural nature of this area and limited destinations make pedestrian movement in this area less attractive.   Many 
streets in the immediate vicinity also lack sidewalks, and shoulders on roadways are intermittent.  In Seattle, the high number of destinations 
and employment centers make the Colman Dock terminal highly accessible for pedestrians.

L

Bike Accessibility:  Bike facilities for novice riders are limited on the Kitsap side. However, there is access from the terminal to recreational 
routes.  These generally consist of the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists.  Bike connections to 
local trail networks along the Seattle downtown waterfront are also high. Further route connections to Seattle’s Colman Dock are planned as 
high priority projects after reconstruction of the terminal.  

M

Available Terminal Area Parking: About 340 parking spaces are located at the Southworth terminal, and additional parking is located ½ 
mile away at a church and connected to the terminal via transit.  Little or no parking exists at the Manchester and Harper’s sites.  No parking 
exists at Seattle’s Colman Dock terminal, but many parking garages are located within a few blocks.  However, these are sometimes at or 
near capacity.

M

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts: POF service out of Southworth/Manchester would generate traffic volumes that are higher than what is 
experienced today, which would likely generate a noticeable impact on its terminal area and adjacent neighborhoods and road networks.  

Seattle’s Colman Dock is located in a dense downtown setting with high existing traffic volumes.  Increased traffic due to POF service would 
increase the load on the adjacent street network, but probably would not cause extreme congestion or delay.

M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Significant costs will be associated with POF terminal construction (float and gangway from the existing WSF terminal).  Two 
149-pax vessels would be needed to meet modeled peak ridership demand. H

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  The Southworth/Manchester route is likely to have good ridership, with some highly-utilized peak runs.  There 
is likely to be a significant number of deadhead runs. M

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Direct POF service to Seattle would be a more cost-effective way to serve growing travel demand between South 
Kitsap and Seattle than adding new auto ferry service between Southworth and Seattle as proposed in WSF’s long-range plan, and would 
avoid costly additional auto holding capacity at Colman Dock which may be needed to accommodate new direct Southworth-Seattle auto 
ferry service.

H
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Southworth/Manchester Beach - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

En
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en
t Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:

The route runs through an open portion of Puget Sound, and wake wash impact will be low.  
L

Congestion Avoidance Value:  POF would allow drivers to avoid the drive around the South Sound, including the often congested I-5 cor-
ridor. M
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Port Orchard – Seattle

Evaluation Factor
Score
(H, M, L)

D
em

an
d Daily Ridership:  1,740 H

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Many tourist and recreational attractions are accessible on the Seattle side via foot, bike or 
transit.  Fewer attractions are accessible without a vehicle on the Port Orchard side. M

Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Seattle is a dense, mixed-use urban center with many shopping, healthcare and 
other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit.  Port Orchard has a limited number of such destinations accessible by transit, 
bike or foot.

M

M
od

al
 

Ad
v.

Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Three other modes exist for travel between these points—auto, bus and ferry (Kitsap Transit Foot Ferry 
combined with WSF auto ferry). H

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF would provide a 52% time savings compared to travel by auto. H

La
nd

 
U

se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The Seattle terminal is located in an urban downtown setting with high density mixed-use 
development.  The Port Orchard terminal is located in a low to medium density commercial area of town with fair to good anticipation of in-
creased densities in the future. 

M

Viability of Terminal Siting:  Port Orchard’s existing POF terminal is one of the newest in the region, and already serves a route to Bremerton.  
The terminal is already well-served by transit and minimal effort would be needed to utilize the facility for service to Seattle. H
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Port Orchard – Seattle

Evaluation Factor
Score
(H, M, L)
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Navigability:  The route will parallel the WSF Auto Ferry from shortly after departure from Port Orchard all the way into Seattle.  The route 
crosses the Vessel Traffic Separation (VTS) lanes.  In Elliott Bay, there is a potential for speed restrictions during docking and nearby barge 
movements.  When US Navy vessels transit Rich Passage, there is a security restricted zone around the vessel, which will preclude passing 
in the narrow section of the passage.  Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause navigation challenges, especially for early morning runs.

M

Transit Service and Access: On the Port Orchard side, transit service is good, given current densities and land uses, with four buses per 
hour today. Existing park-and-rides are located in town, as well as to the south and east of town, although no park-and-rides are located west 
of town.  On the Seattle side, existing connecting transit service is fair for an urban employment and commercial center such as downtown 
Seattle, with relatively low frequencies connecting directly to the terminal, and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. is about a third -mile away 
up a steep hill.

M

Pedestrian Accessibility:  There are some destinations within a ½ mile radius of the existing Port Orchard Transit Foot Ferry, located within 
a small walkable downtown.  Seattle’s high number of destinations and employment centers make the Colman Dock highly accessible for 
pedestrians.

M

Bike Accessibility:  Bike facilities for novice riders are limited in the vicinity of Port Orchard; however, it appears that traffic volumes are 
low.  Access does exist from the terminal to recreational routes, but these generally consist of the use of road shoulders, which may be more 
appropriate for experienced cyclists. Bike connections to local trail networks along the Seattle downtown waterfront are good. Further route 
connections to Seattle’s Colman Dock are planned as high priority projects after reconstruction of the terminal.  

M

Available Terminal Area Parking:  Port Orchard has some long-term parking located near its foot ferry terminal.  No parking exists at Seattle’s 
Colman Dock terminal, but many parking garages are located within a few blocks.  However, these garages are sometimes at or near capac-
ity.  

M

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts: POF service out of Port Orchard would generate traffic volumes significantly higher than what is experienced 
today.  This would have a considerable impact on Port Orchard’s downtown and the adjacent neighborhoods and road networks.  

Seattle’s Colman Dock is located in a dense downtown setting with high existing traffic volumes.  Increased traffic due to POF service would 
increase the load on the adjacent street network, but probably would not cause extreme congestion or delay.

M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Because the terminal infrastructure is already in place, minimal investment would be necessary to retrofit the Port Orchard POF 
terminal for service to Seattle.  Two 149-pax vessels will likely be needed during peak periods, and only one 149-pax vessel during off-peak 
periods.

M

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  Anticipated ridership figures and the corresponding operational profile indicate a well-utilized service that will be 
near-capacity during peak periods.  There will likely be a significant percentage of underutilized deadhead runs. M

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Direct service from Port Orchard to Seattle will relieve pressure on the existing WSF Bremerton-Seattle route and 
anticipated Bremerton-Seattle POF service.  However, additional capacity can be gained on the WSF route for little capital cost. M
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Port Orchard – Seattle

Evaluation Factor
Score
(H, M, L)

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  For almost half the route, the vessel is in Rich Passage, a wake wash-sensitive area.  At least two lawsuits 

regarding wake wash in Rich Passage have been settled in favor of the plaintiff, and the vessels were ordered by the court to slow down while 
in the passage.

H

Congestion Avoidance Value:  POF would allow drivers to avoid the drive around the South Sound, including the often congested I-5 cor-
ridor. M
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Suquamish - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em

an
d Daily Ridership:  310 L

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Many tourist and recreational attractions are accessible on the Seattle side via foot, bike or 
transit.   Tourist/recreational attractions on the Suquamish side potentially accessible without a car include the Clearwater Casino,Suquamish 
Community House, Old Man House State Park, Chief Sealth’s grave, and the Suquamish Museum.

M

Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Seattle is a dense, mixed-use urban center with many shopping, healthcare and 
other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit.  Suquamish has few or no such destinations accessible by transit, bike or foot. M

M
od

al
 

Ad
v.

Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Three other modes exist for travel between these points—transit, auto and WSF auto ferry. H

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:    POF provides a 46% time savings compared to driving to the Bainbridge Island and then 
taking the WSF auto ferry to Seattle.  This assumes no traffic and delay, so actual time savings could be higher depending on conditions. H

La
nd

 U
se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The Seattle terminal is located in an urban downtown setting characterized by high density 
mixed-use development.  The Suquamish terminal area is characterized by low density rural development with little anticipated likelihood of 
increased densities in the future.

L

Viability of Terminal Siting:  From a pure market analysis standpoint, the most viable location for a POF terminal in Suquamish along the 
waterront in the town center. However, based on early discussions with the Suquamish tribe, the viability of siting a POF terminal at the pier is 
extremely low given the Tribe’s plans for improvements to its community pier and dock, which would not include or accommodate a passenger-
only ferry docking site. Therefore, any future POF service in the vicinity of Suquamish would require the siting and construction of a new POF 
terminal, including a new pier, gangway, and terminal float. No viable terminal location has been identified or endorsed by the Tribe at this time, 
and approval of any future POF facilities would require negotiation with and endorsement by the Suquamish Tribe.  Additionally, environmental 
mitigation would be required prior to construction of a terminal.

L
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Suquamish - Seattle
Evaluation Factor
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(H, M, L)
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Navigability:  The route crosses the Vessel Traffic Separation (VTS) lanes and parallels the VTS lanes for an extended portion of the route.  In 
Elliott Bay, there is a potential for speed restrictions during docking and nearby barge movements. Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause 
navigation challenges especially for early morning runs.

H

Transit Service and Access:  On the Suquamish side, transit service is good, given population and land use densities, with park-and-rides 
connecting to the east and west.  On the Seattle side, existing connecting transit service is fair for an urban employment and commercial center 
such as downtown Seattle, with relatively low frequencies connecting directly to the terminal, and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. is about 
a third -mile away up a steep hill.

M

Pedestrian Accessibility:  The local vicinity surrounding the Suquamish town center lacks complete coverage of sidewalks, and, like many of 
the other more rural potential sites, the land uses are oriented to vehicles rather than pedestrians. Due to the rural location, there are limited 
commercial and residential uses within a ½ mile radius of the proposed terminal. However, the low traffic streets and adjacent recreational/park 
uses are pleasant for pedestrians. At the Seattle terminus, the high number of destinations and employment centers make the Colman Dock 
terminal highly accessible for pedestrians.  

L

Bike Accessibility:  Bike facilities for novice riders are limited in this vicinity. However, there is access from the terminal to recreational routes.  
These generally consist of the use of road shoulders, which may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists.  Bike connections to local trail 
networks along the Seattle downtown waterfront are good. Further route connections to Colman Dock are planned as high priority projects after 
reconstruction of the terminal.  

M

Available Terminal Area Parking:  In Suquamish, few or no parking lots exist near the town center. No parking exists at Seattle’s Colman Dock 
terminal, but many parking garages are located within a few blocks. However, they are sometimes at or near capacity. L

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  POF service from Suquamish would generate traffic volumes that are higher than what is experienced today, 
which would generate a noticeable impact on this relatively rural terminal area and adjacent neighborhoods and road networks.  

Seattle’s Colman Dock is located in a dense downtown setting with high existing traffic volumes.  Increased traffic due to POF service would 
increase the load on the adjacent street network, but probably would not cause extreme congestion or delay.

M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Construction of a terminal in Suquamish is likely to be costly.  One 149-pax vessel will be necessary to meet the route’s opera-
tional profile. H

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  The Suquamish route is likely to have moderate ridership and utilization of vessel capacity, spread out throughout 
the day.  Because of the nature of anticipated ridership, a low degree of deadhead runs is anticipated. M

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Direct service to Suquamish and connecting transit service is likely to mitigate some of the passenger demand for 
the existing Bainbridge auto ferry route.  It will also mitigate traffic congestion on SR-305. L
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Suquamish - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  The route runs through an open portion of Puget Sound, and wake wash impact will be low.   L

Congestion Mitigation Value:  POF service would allow drivers to avoid SR 305 from Agate Pass to the Bainbridge ferry terminal, a corridor 
which is intermittently congested. M
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Bainbridge Island – Des Moines
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em
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d Daily Ridership:  270 L

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Few tourist or recreational attractions are accessible on either the Bainbridge or Des Moines 
side via foot, bike or transit, though Des Moines may provide a link to the airport via shuttle. L
Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Few shopping, healthcare or other non-work attractions are accessible on the 
Bainbridge side via foot, bike or transit.  From the Des Moines side, there are transit connections to Sea-Tac airport and Southcenter shop-
ping center.

M

M
od

al
 

Ad
v. Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Three other modes exist for travel between these points—auto, bus and the WSF auto ferry. H

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF provides a 33% time savings compared to taking the WSF auto ferry from 
Bainbridge Island and then driving from Seattle to Des Moines.   H

La
nd

 U
se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: Both terminal areas are characterized by medium density development, with good antici-
pated likelihood of densification in the future. M

Viability of Terminal Siting:  The Bainbridge Island terminus is the location of an existing WSF ferry terminal and the location for WSF’s 
Eagle Harbor Maintenance Facility.  While waterfront infrastructure is already in place, there are currently no facilities capable of providing 
POF service.  POF terminal construction would require a new float and gangway, along with corresponding landside access improvements.  
Negotiation for lease or property acquisition for a POF terminal will likely be difficult due to both environmental concerns and political chal-
lenges.

The City of Des Moines currently operates a large public marina facility on its waterfront.  While waterfront infrastructure is in place, there 
do not yet appear to be facilities adequate to provide POF service, and the current marina master plan does not include a POF terminal.  
Because of exposure to the open sound, a terminal would likely need to find a home within the protected harbor, or be engineered to handle 
a more exposed siting.  Location of a terminal within the harbor will present restrictions for vessel access.

M
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Bainbridge Island – Des Moines
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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Navigability:  The route will parallel the WSF Auto Ferry route getting into and out of Eagle Harbor on Bainbridge Island, and cross the 
Vashon-Southworth-Fauntleroy Auto Ferry route.  The route crosses the Vessel Traffic Separation (VTS) lanes and for a significant portion of 
the route runs parallel to the VTS lanes.  In Eagle Harbor, there is a speed restriction, so the vessel will have to slow down for about a mile. 
Approach to Des Moines can be made at speed until very close to the breakwater.  Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause navigation 
challenges, especially for early morning runs.  

M

Transit Service and Access:  Transit connections on the Bainbridge side are very good, with local bus and shuttles serving the terminal at 
high frequencies.  However, it is likely another park-and-ride would be needed north of the terminal adjacent to SR-305.  On the Des Moines 
side, transit service and access is poor, with only 2-3 buses per hour and poor connections to key destinations such as the airport and South-
center.  Also, a park-and-ride would may be needed north of Des Moines, towards Normandy Park, to support POF service.

L

Pedestrian Accessibility:  Des Moines marina is surrounded by multi-family and commercial zoning, which is the appropriate set of land 
uses to encourage walking. Bainbridge Ferry Terminal, however, has been designed to transport vehicles, and thus pedestrians have been 
allocated few pedestrian crosswalks and virtually no landscaped barriers to separate walkers and bicyclists from the high volume of cars.

M

Bike Accessibility:  Des Moines has a number of relatively low traffic streets that are suitable for riding. Within three miles, cyclists have 
access to the Regional Green River Trail (although crossings of I-5 appear to be slightly difficult).  Bainbridge Marina appears to be difficult 
to navigate; however, there is access from the terminal to recreational routes.  These generally consist of the use of road shoulders, which 
may be more appropriate for experienced cyclists.

M

Available Terminal Area Parking:  There are three large lots within two blocks of the Bainbridge terminal with over 1,000 spaces.  However, 
the lots are currently at capacity during the day.  At Des Moines there are 200 stalls at the north end of the marina and many other lots nearby.  
Parking is free and utilization is low to moderate.

M

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  Des Moines is a growing, relatively urban area with good road connections.  Although POF service would 
bring more autos into Des Moines’s downtown commercial core, it is not likely to generate volumes that would create a large noticeable 
negative community impact.

Bainbridge already experiences high volumes of auto traffic due to WSF’s auto ferry service, which during peak hours creates congestion 
on SR 305.  As a result, Bainbridge is vulnerable to the additional auto traffic that POF service might generate during these times, although 
POF passengers would have a higher propensity to use transit on SR 305, which may negate congestion impacts.

M
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Bainbridge Island – Des Moines
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Construction of a POF terminal at Des Moines and Bainbridge Island will likely require new POF floats and gangway accesses.  
Furthermore, the Des Moines location could be more costly if a terminal location could not be secured within the protected marina harbor.  
Two 149-pax vessels during peak periods are likely to be needed to fit the route’s operational profile.  Only one 149-pax vessel is likely to 
be needed in off-peak periods.

M

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  The operational profile indicates low vessel utilization, even considering that the run operates with a smaller vessel 
size.  The nature of the modeled ridership is unclear ,and thus it is difficult to determine the anticipated prevalence of deadhead runs. M

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Bainbridge Island already has frequent and reliable auto ferry access to downtown Seattle.  Downtown Seattle 
is already being connected to the Sea-Tac airport with light rail service, and King County Metro busses provide reliable access to South 
King County.  While direct Bainbridge-Des Moines service would be convenient, available capacity exists via a Bainbridge-Seattle-Sea-Tac/
DesMoines travel plan.  It is unlikely that the investment in POF service between these locations will be cost-effective when compared with 
existing or soon-to-be-online transportation options.

L

En
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Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  The open-Sound route presents no potential challenges for wake impact.   L

Congestion Mitigation Value:  POF service would allow drivers to avoid the intermittently congested SR 99, SR 509, and I-5 corridors 
between Seattle and Des Moines. M
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Kirkland – University of Washington	
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
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d Daily Ridership:  420 M

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  UW has relatively strong appeal as a tourist attraction and high accessibility by bike, 
foot and transit.  Kirkland has less tourist appeal, although its walkable downtown, waterfront park, and marina make it somewhat at-
tractive as a recreational destination.

M

Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Many shopping, healthcare and other non-work uses at UW are accessible 
without a car, and to a more limited degree in Kirkland.   M

M
od
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Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Two other modes exist for travel between these points—auto and bus. M

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF provides a 29% time savings compared to driving or taking transit across 
the 520 bridge.. M

La
nd

 U
se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The UW terminal area is characterized by high density mixed-use development.  The 
Kirkland terminal area is in the heart of Kirkland’s downtown, a mixed-use core with high levels of multi-family housing and plans for 
increased densification. 

H

Viability of Terminal Siting:  Downtown Kirkland features a small waterfront park with a public marina and pier. A terminal float and 
gangway may need to be constructed to provide POF access, although there is potential that a small vessel could use the existing pier. 
Moderate efforts will be required to negotiate lease of a terminal location.

The University of Washington has two potential sites for a POF terminal.  The first is at or near the Waterfront Activities Center, directly 
behind Husky Stadium.  The second is at Sacuma Point near the Oceanography Dock.  Both locations feature existing waterfront infra-
structure.  Moderate efforts would be necessary to negotiate with the University for lease of a terminal location.  Significant challenges 
exist at the WAC location due to competing future land uses in that location, such as transportation uses versus medical or sports center 
expansion.  

M
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Kirkland – University of Washington	
Evaluation Factor
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Navigability:  This route crosses Lake Washington.  The only navigation challenge is landing at UW, where the terminal will be sited in 
or at the mouth of the Ship Canal. If a terminal is located at Sacuma Point on Portage Bay, the Ship Canal presents some navigational 
restrictions including a speed restriction west of Webster Point which would negate some of the time savings advantage POF offers.   
The route is not currently expected to operate on weekend days when recreation vessel traffic is fairly high, but traffic from the UW 
yachting facility and WAC may present some challenges on weekdays since this predominant user group may take issue to the noise 
and safety hazards that would be presented by additional marine traffic..  Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause navigation chal-
lenges, especially for early morning runs.

M

Transit Service and Access:  On the UW side, transit service is good, given future LINK light rail proximate to the terminal, which will 
also connect to many regional bus services.  On the Kirkland side, transit frequencies are excellent, with 15 inbound and 18 outbound 
buses per hour and at least two park-and-rides serving downtown Kirkland routes.

H

Pedestrian Accessibility:  Kirkland offers a pleasant pedestrian environment with numerous green open spaces, multifamily dwellings, 
and commercial destinations located immediately adjacent to the terminal. Parking also appears to be buffered by landscaping to improve 
pedestrian connections between the terminal and the main commercial area.  

However, at the University of Washington terminus, the development associated with Husky Stadium is not currently conducive to 
pedestrian movements.  Sidewalks and pedestrian pathways do exist along the water and Montlake Avenue, but quality connections 
across Montlake Avenue to the UW, adjacent housing, and commercial uses are lacking.  Also, the LINK light rail station is currently 
under construction and will be for the next several years directly adjacent to the WAC site, which presents accessibility and safety issues 
for pedestrians.  At Sacuma Point the medical buildings lining the waterfront present a barrier to pedestrians.

M

Bike Accessibility:  Kirkland has relatively low volume streets with many alternative route options along quiet residential streets.  Fur-
ther, the city has developed a base biking network with 41 miles of bike facilities built as of 2001.  Bike connections to the marina were 
indicated as high priority projects in the 2001 plan.  At the UW terminus, cyclists can access the Burke Gilman regional trail as well as 
find connections to other Seattle neighborhoods.

H

Available Terminal Area Parking:  At UW, there are university-owned lots near the proposed terminal location, but it is unclear whether 
they could be used for POF terminal parking. In Kirkland, there is limited parking within a few blocks of the public marina. L

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  Montlake Avenue, which is immediately adjacent to the proposed terminal near Husky Stadium, already 
experiences extremely high levels of congestion and delay during peak-periods.  Level of service on this important regional arterial would 
further deteriorate due to increased auto demand generated by POF service.  

The terminal area in Kirkland is not as vulnerable to traffic impacts as UW’s, but would still see adverse effects on its downtown streets 
due to increased traffic, especially traffic circling looking for available parking.

H
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Kirkland – University of Washington	
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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Capital Cost:  Moderate capital investment may be associated with construction and installation of a terminal facility in Kirkland.  Moder-
ate investment will be necessary to provide a terminal at UW.  Only one 149-pax vessel will be necessary to meet the route’s operational 
profile.

M

Cost Per Passenger Mile: Based on the operational profile, vessel capacity utilization is expected to be moderate. The number of 
deadhead or underutilized runs is unclear.

M

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Providing POF service from Kirkland to UW has significant potential to relieve demand in the 520 corridor.  
However, expected ridership is a “drop in the bucket” compared with the current capacity in this corridor, implying a minimal degree of 
capital investment deferment or avoidance.

M
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t Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  With a low wake boat, the vessel should be able to travel at the 22 knot navigation speed except when 

maneuvering to depart or arrive at the passenger terminal.  If a terminal is situated west of the Ship Canal on Portage Bay, significant 
wake impacts would exist in that restricted channel.  Otherwise, there would be only minor instances of nearshore travel.

M

Congestion Mitigation Value:  POF service would provide an alternative to the highly congested SR 520 floating bridge and I-405 
corridor. H
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Kenmore - UW
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  There is a marina in Kenmore, but not many tourist and recreational destinations.  UW has rela-
tively strong appeal as a tourist attraction. M
Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Shopping, healthcare and other non-work uses are located at UW, but to a more 
limited degree in Kenmore. M

M
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Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Two other modes exist for travel between these points—auto and transit. M

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  The trip via POF does not result in any time savings compared to driving or taking tran-
sit. L

La
nd

 U
se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The UW terminal area is characterized by high density mixed-use development. The Kenmore 
terminal area is currently characterized by mostly low density development, but plans are underway to significantly increase the intensity of land 
uses here with the development of a future town center. 

M

Viability of Terminal Siting:  The existing public pier at Tracy Owen Park is likely the most viable location for a Kenmore terminal.  Minimal ef-
fort would be necessary to utilize the pier as a small POF terminal.  Relatively minor effort would be necessary to negotiate a lease for use of the 
pier.

The University of Washington has two potential sites for a POF terminal.  The first is at or near the Waterfront Activities Center, directly behind 
Husky Stadium and adjacent to the future LINK light rail station.  The second is at the Roosevelt Street end at Sacuma Point.  Both locations 
feature existing waterfront infrastructure.  Effort would be necessary to negotiate with the University for lease of a terminal location, but minimal 
facility improvement would be necessary to provide small POF service.

H
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Kenmore - UW
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

O
pe

ra
tio

ns
 a

nd
 S

ys
te

m
 In

te
gr

at
io

n

Navigability:  This route crosses Lake Washington.  The only navigation challenge is landing at UW, where the terminal will be sited in or at the 
mouth of the Ship Canal. If a terminal is located at Sacuma Point on Portage Bay, the Ship Canal presents some navigational restrictions includ-
ing a speed restriction west of Webster Point which would negate some of the time savings advantage POF offers.   The route is not currently 
expected to operate on weekend days when recreation vessel traffic is fairly high, but traffic from the UW yachting facility and WAC may present 
some challenges on weekdays since this predominant user group may take issue to the noise and safety hazards that would be presented by 
additional marine traffic. Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause navigation challenges, especially for early morning runs.

M

Transit Service and Access:  On the UW side, transit service is good given future LINK light rail proximate to the terminal, which also will connect 
to many regional bus services. At Kenmore, transit service is fair to good with two connecting park-and-rides. M
Pedestrian Accessibility:  The Proposed terminal at Kenmore has some pedestrian walkways through park areas and new multifamily develop-
ment. However, the marina appears to be very disconnected from the housing/commercial uses across Bothell Way, a six lane roadway, where 
there currently exists only one pedestrian crossing. Sidewalks exist, but are not continuous.

At the University of Washington terminus, the development associated with Husky Stadium is not currently conducive to pedestrian movements. 
Sidewalks and pedestrian pathways do exist along the water and Montlake, but quality connections across Montlake Avenue and to the UW, 
adjacent housing, and commercial uses are lacking.   

M

Bike Accessibility:  The proposed Kenmore terminal at the marina is adjacent to the regional Burke Gilman Trail, which continues west along 
Lake Washington, south through UW, with connections to downtown Seattle.  However, bike connections and intersections crossing Bothell Way 
appear to be less than ideal. 

At the University of Washington terminus, cyclists can access the Burke Gilman regional trail as well as find connections to other Seattle neigh-
borhoods.  

H

Available Terminal Area Parking:  In Kenmore, there is ample parking supply near the proposed terminal site.  At UW, there are university-owned 
lots near the proposed terminal location but it is unlikely much, if any, capacity would be given over to POF parking. M

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  Montlake Avenue, which is immediately adjacent to the proposed terminal near UW’s Husky Stadium, already 
experiences extremely high levels of congestion and delay during peak periods.  Level of service on this important regional arterial would further 
deteriorate due to increased auto demand generated by POF service.  

The Kenmore terminal area is located near Kenmore’s planned town center, in an area with relatively low residential uses and good road connec-
tions. The Kenmore terminal area might be vulnerable during peak hours due to intermittent congestion already experienced on SR 522 during 
this time.

M
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Kenmore - UW
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

Co
st

Capital Cost:   Minimal investment will be necessary to allow a small POF to use existing public piers as ferry terminals.  One 149-pax vessel will 
be necessary to meet the route’s operational profile. L

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  With modeled demand being low, most trips will be highly underutilized, resulting in high operating cost per pas-
senger H

Capital Cost Avoidance:   Both terminal locations on this route are already well-served by transit.  However, the minimal investment necessary 
to provide service (essentially just the boats) implies a minimal capital cost differential between alternative options. M

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:

With a low wash boat, the vessel should be able to travel at the 22 knot navigation speed except when maneuvering to depart or arrive at the pas-
senger terminal.  If a terminal is situated west of the Ship Canal on Portage Bay, significant wake impacts would exist in that restricted channel.  
Otherwise, there are only minor instances where nearshore travel may cause wake concerns.

M

Congestion Mitigation Value:  POF service would allow drivers to avoid heavy congestion on SR 522, I-5, and the Montlake bridge. H
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Renton - Leschi
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em

an
d Estimated Daily Ridership:  10 L

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Leschi has an existing marina and has bus routes to tourist destinations in downtown Seattle.  
Renton has few tourist and recreational destinations. M
Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Both Renton and Leschi have few shopping, healthcare and other non-work 
uses. L

M
od

al
 

Ad
v.

Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Two other modes exist for travel between these points—auto and transit. M

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  The trip via POF does not result in any time savings compared to driving. L

La
nd

 U
se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The Renton terminal area is characterized by medium to high density mixed-use develop-
ment. Leschi is characterized by low to medium density housing, with some commercial uses and multi-family housing on the lakefront. M

Viability of Terminal Siting: The most likely location for a terminal at Leschi is the City-owned public moorage pier at Leschi Park.  Minimal 
effort would be necessary to utilize the pier as a small POF terminal.  Relatively minor effort would be necessary to negotiate a lease for use 
of the pier.

The terminal location analyzed in Renton is the City-owned public pier at Gene Coulon Park.  Minimal effort would be necessary to utilize the 
pier as a small POF terminal.  Relatively minor effort would be necessary to negotiate a lease for use of the pier.  An alternate site, preferred 
by the City of Renton, is at the new development just south of the park, at the end of Garden Ave. N., where developer interest exists to locate 
a POF dock.

H
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Renton - Leschi
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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Navigability:  This route is on Lake Washington, and requires POF boats to pass under the I-90 Lake Washington Bridge.  The route is not 
expected to operate on weekend days when recreation vessel traffic is fairly high.  With a low wash boat, the vessel should be able to travel 
at the 22 knot navigation speed except when maneuvering to depart or arrive at the passenger terminal, but may find the bridge transit chal-
lenging in high winds.  Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause navigation challenges especially for early morning runs.

M

Transit Service and Access:  At Leschi, transit service is poor with only two buses per hour. At the assumed terminal location in Renton, 
transit service is currently fair, although very good service exists a little less than a mile away in downtown Renton.  A future transit center will 
bring more bus connections to within a 10 minute walk of the Garden Street development.

L

Pedestrian Accessibility:  Leschi’s medium density housing, neighborhood commercial uses, relatively narrow streets and frequent pedes-
trian crossing create an attractive pedestrian environment. The adjacent neighborhoods’ non-traditional street layout and steep topography, 
however, will make pedestrian connections somewhat problematic for many residents.

In Renton, the built environment in the immediate vicinity is favorable to walking, with sidewalks, pedestrian pathways through pleasant green 
spaces and some adjacent multifamily units. However, connections across I-405 appear to be unfeasible for walking further than ½ mile to 
destinations, and Renton’s downtown core is located almost a mile away from the assumed terminal location. 

M

Bike Accessibility:   From the Leschi terminal cyclists can access the I-90 regional trail by traveling south ½ mile on a very low traffic street.  
Lake Washington Blvd. is a well used city bike route and drivers are used to sharing the road with cyclists and in general courteous.  Steep 
topography in the area may discourage some riders. 

The proposed Renton terminal is adjacent to the regional Lake Washington Trail (extends north along the lake) and the Cedar River Trail 
which is south of the airport and Boeing plant (extends southeast 4.5 miles). However bike connections to central Renton appear to be very 
difficult, with few bicycle facilities to navigate the high volume traffic on adjacent roadways. 

H

Available Terminal Area Parking:  At Leschi, there is a large parking lot near the marina.  In Renton, ample parking supply exists in the 
vicinity of Gene Coulon Memorial Beach Park, the site of the proposed terminal. It is unclear how much of the existing parking lots could be 
used for POF customers.

M

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts: The Leschi terminal area is located in a residential neighborhood that would likely be sensitive to the in-
creased auto volumes that POF service would generate on its streets.

The Renton terminal area is located near a town center in an area with medium density residential uses and good road connections.  It is 
unlikely to be highly vulnerable to additional traffic from POF service.

M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Minimal investment will be necessary to allow a small POF to use existing public piers as ferry terminals.  One 149-pax vessel 
will be necessary to meet the route’s operational profile. L

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  With modeled demand being low, most trips will be highly underutilized. H
Capital Cost Avoidance:  The minimal investment necessary to provide service (essentially just the boats) implies a minimal capital cost 
differential between alternative options. M
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Renton - Leschi
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

En
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t Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  With a low wash boat, the vessel should be able to travel at the 22 knot navigation speed except when ma-

neuvering to depart or arrive at the passenger terminal.  There are only minor instances where nearshore travel may cause wake concerns. L

Congestion Mitigation Value:  POF service would allow drivers to avoid heavy congestion on I-90, I-405, I-5, and SR 167. H
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Shilshole - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em

an
d Daily Ridership:  10 L

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Seattle is a major tourist destination with attractions accessible by foot, bike or transit.  
Shilshole has two attractions accessible without a car – the marina and Golden Gardens Park. M
Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Seattle is a dense, mixed-use urban center with many shopping, healthcare and 
other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit.  Shilshole has no such destinations accessible by transit, bike or foot. L

M
od

al
 

Ad
v.

Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Two other modes exist for travel between these points—auto and transit. M

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF would take about 14% longer than travel by car.   L

La
nd

 
U

se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The Seattle terminal is located in an urban downtown setting with high density mixed-use 
development.  The Shilshole terminal area is located in an area with low to medium density residential housing. M

Viability of Terminal Siting:  The Port of Seattle-owned Shilshole Bay Marina features extensive waterfront infrastructure, but moderate 
facility improvement may be needed to provide POF service.  Depending on where the terminal is situated, vessel ingress/egress may present 
some challenges.  It is likely that a minimal degree of negotiation with the Port will be needed to lease a terminal location.

M
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Shilshole - Seattle
Evaluation Factor
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Navigability: The route is in a fairly high vessel traffic area. In Elliott Bay, there is a potential for speed restriction during docking and nearby 
barge movements. There is a fairly high volume of traffic around Shilshole and the Lake Washington Ship Canal. Poor visibility due to dense 
fog can cause navigation challenges especially for early morning runs.

M

Transit Service and Access:  On the Shilshole side, transit service is poor, with only one bus per hour during the peak, no mid-day or 
evening service, and limited weekend service. There is no direct bus connection to downtown Seattle, so getting there by bus would require 
a transfer. At Colman Dock, existing connecting transit service is fair for an urban employment and commercial center such as downtown 
Seattle, with relatively low frequencies connecting directly to the terminal and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. is about a third -mile away 
up a steep hill.

L

Pedestrian Accessibility:  A large amount of low to medium density housing is located on the eastern side of Seaview Avenue, a low traffic 
volume street with sidewalks. Golden Gardens, a popular park, is located immediately to the north.  However, there are very limited com-
mercial and retail destinations nearby.  At the Seattle terminus, the high number of destinations and employment centers make the Colman 
Dock terminal highly accessible for pedestrians.

M

Bike Accessibility:  The Burke Gilman Trail, Myrtle Edwards Trail and numerous bike lanes provide a good biking climate. Further connec-
tions to Seattle’s Colman Dock are planned as high priority projects after reconstruction of the terminal. H

Available Terminal Area Parking:  No parking exists at Seattle’s Colman Dock terminal, but many parking garages are located within a few 
blocks.  However, they sometimes are at or near capacity.  At the Shilshole Bay Marina, there is ample parking. M

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts: Shilshole is a residential neighborhood that would likely be sensitive to the traffic impacts of POF ser-
vice.

Seattle’s Colman Dock is located in a dense downtown setting with high existing traffic volumes.  Increased traffic due to POF service would 
increase the load on the adjacent street network, but probably would not cause extreme congestion or delay.

M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Minimal or moderate facility improvement may be required to provide a POF terminal.  Only one 149-pax vessel will be needed 
to fit the operational profile. L

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  Minimal ridership on this route and a high likelihood of “deadhead” runs indicates a high operating cost per 
passenger-mile. H

Capital Cost Avoidance:  The area around the Shilshole Bay Marina is served by transit to downtown. POF is likely to compete for ridership 
with these less-costly options. L
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Shilshole - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t

Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  The route runs through open waters of Puget Sound and Elliott Bay, and wake wash impact will be low.  L

Congestion Mitigation Value:  The roadways that POF service would allow drivers to avoid—Seaview Ave. NW, NW Market St, and Elliott 
Ave—are not normally congested. L
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Des Moines - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em

an
d Daily Ridership:  60 L

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Many tourist and recreational attractions are accessible on the Seattle side via foot, bike or 
transit.  Few attractions are accessible without a vehicle on the Des Moines side. M
Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Seattle is a dense, mixed-use urban center with many shopping, healthcare and 
other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit.  From the Des Moines side, there are transit connections to Sea-Tac airport and 
Southcenter shopping center.

H

M
od

al
 

Ad
v. Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Two other modes exist for travel between these points—auto and transit. M

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF would take about 44% longer than travel by car (via SR 99 and SR 509). L

La
nd

 U
se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The Seattle terminal is located in an urban downtown setting with high density mixed-use 
development.  The Des Moines terminal area is characterized by medium density development, with good anticipated likelihood of densification 
in the future.

M

Viability of Terminal Siting:  The City of Des Moines currently operates a large public marina facility on its waterfront.  While waterfront in-
frastructure is in place, there do not yet appear to be facilities adequate to provide POF service, and the current marina master plan does not 
include a POF terminal.  Because of exposure to the open sound, a terminal would likely need to find a home within the protected harbor, or be 
engineered to handle a more exposed siting.  Location of a terminal within the harbor will present restrictions for vessel access.

M
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Des Moines - Seattle
Evaluation Factor
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Navigability:  The route will parallel the WSF Auto Ferry route getting into and out of the Seattle terminal, and will cross the Vashon-South-
worth-Fauntleroy Auto Ferry route. A significant portion of the route runs parallel to the VTS lanes. In Elliott Bay, there is a potential for speed 
restriction during docking and nearby barge movements.  Approach to Des Moines can be made at speed until very close to the breakwater.  
Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause navigation challenges especially for early morning runs.

H

Transit Service and Access:  On the Des Moines side, transit service and access is poor, with only 2-3 buses per hour and poor connections 
to key destinations such as the airport and Southcenter.  Also, a park-and-ride would likely be needed north of Des Moines towards Normandy 
Park to support POF service. On the Seattle side, existing connecting transit service is fair for an urban employment and commercial center 
such as downtown Seattle, with relatively low frequencies connecting directly to the terminal, and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. is about 
a third -mile away up a steep hill.

L

Pedestrian Accessibility:  Des Moines marina is surrounded by multi-family and commercial zoning, which is the appropriate set of land uses 
to encourage walking. At the Seattle terminus, the high number of destinations and employment centers make the Colman Dock terminal highly 
accessible for pedestrians.

H

Bike Accessibility:  Des Moines has a number of relatively low traffic streets that are suitable for riding. Within three miles, cyclists have ac-
cess to the Regional Green River Trail (although crossings of I-5 appear to be slightly difficult).  Bike connections to local trail networks along 
the Seattle downtown waterfront are good. Further route connections to Seattle’s Colman Dock are planned as high priority projects after 
reconstruction of the terminal.  

H

Available Terminal Area Parking:  No parking exists at Seattle’s Colman Dock terminal, but many parking garages are located within a few 
blocks.  However, these are sometimes at or near capacity.  At Des Moines there are 200 stalls at the north end of marina and many other lots 
nearby.  Parking is free and utilization is low to moderate.

M

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  Des Moines is a growing, relatively urban area with good road connections.  Although POF service would 
bring more autos into Des Moines’ downtown commercial core, it is not likely to generate volumes that create a large noticeable negative com-
munity impact.

Seattle’s Colman Dock is located in a dense downtown setting with high existing traffic volumes.  Increased traffic due to POF service would 
increase the load on the adjacent street network, but probably would not cause extreme congestion or delay.

M

Co
st

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  Low modeled demand means a minimal degree of vessel utilization, and therefore mostly-empty vessels, which 
will result in high operating cost per passenger. H

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Downtown Seattle is already being connected to the Sea-Tac airport with light rail service, and King County Metro 
busses provide reliable access to South King County and the Des Moines area.  While direct Seattle-Des Moines service would be convenient, 
available capacity exists via a landside Seattle-Sea-Tac/DesMoines travel plan.  It is unlikely that the investment in POF service between these 
locations will be cost-effective when compared with existing or soon-to-be-online transportation options.

L

 Capital Cost:  Construction of a POF terminal at the Des Moines location will likely require a new POF float and gangway access.  Further-
more, the Des Moines location could be more costly if a terminal location could not be secured within the protected marina harbor.  Peak period 
service is anticipated to require two 149-pax vessels.  Off-peak service will likely require only one 149-pax vessel.

M
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Des Moines - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:

The open-Sound route presents no potential challenges for wake impact.  
L

Congestion Mitigation Value:  POF service would allow drivers to avoid the intermittently congested SR 99, SR 509, and I-5 corridors between 
Seattle and Des Moines. M
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Port Townsend - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em

an
d Daily Ridership:  600 M

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Both Seattle and Port Townsend are major tourist destinations with attractions accessible 
by foot, bike or transit.   H
Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Seattle, and to a lesser degree Port Townsend, are mixed-use commercial 
centers with many shopping, healthcare and other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit. H

M
od

al
 

Ad
v.

Availability of Other Viable Modes:  There are two other modes available to travel between these points—auto and WSF auto ferry. M

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF provides a 15% time savings compared to driving to Bainbridge Island and then 
taking the WSF auto ferry to Seattle.   M

La
nd

 U
se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: The Seattle terminal is located in an urban downtown setting characterized by high density 
mixed-use development.  The Port Townsend terminal is located in a low to medium density area of town with some anticipated likelihood of 
increased densities in the future.

M

Viability of Terminal Siting:  During the short period in late 2007 and early 2008 in which WSF operated POF service to Seattle, the 350-
passenger Snohomish used both the WSF ferry terminal and the Port of Port Townsend-owned Point Hudson Marina as its Port Townsend 
terminal.  The Snohomish features a bow-loading system that is compatible with WSF auto slips.  Therefore, the marina represents the most 
likely candidate for an initial terminal location.  Were a permanent terminal to be constructed, the WSF terminal represents the most likely 
location.  Minimal effort would be necessary to negotiate for either the marina or WSF terminal.  There is moderate potential for environmental 
impact if a permanent terminal is constructed.

H
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Port Townsend - Seattle
Evaluation Factor
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Navigability:  This route crosses the Vessel Traffic Separation (VTS) lanes and parallels the VTS lanes for an extended distance. In Elliott 
Bay, there is a potential for speed restriction during docking and nearby barge movements.  In a 30 knot vessel, it will take about 1.25 hours 
to make the transit. This is more than twice as long as any other route in Puget Sound. There is significant potential for adverse weather 
that can cause passenger discomfort and/or run cancellation. Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause navigation challenges, especially 
for early morning runs.

M

Transit Service and Access:  On the Port Townsend side, transit service is good, with a downtown shuttle connecting to the terminal as well 
as fixed route service at frequencies appropriate for existing land uses and densities.  On the Seattle side, existing connecting transit service 
is fair for an urban employment and commercial center such as downtown Seattle, with relatively low frequencies connecting directly to the 
terminal, and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. is about a third -mile away up a steep hill.

M

Pedestrian Accessibility: Port Townsend has a relatively high percentage of streets with sidewalks and striped crosswalks. Local commercial 
and residential areas are well within a ½ mile walking radius, and the traditional street grid reduces walking times. In Seattle, the high number 
of destinations and employment centers make the Colman Dock terminal highly accessible for pedestrians.

H

Bike Accessibility:  Port Townsend is a relatively bikeable area, without any major barriers and hosting a significant biking community. Bike 
connections to local trail networks along the Seattle downtown waterfront are also good. Further route connections to Seattle’s Colman Dock 
are planned as high priority projects after reconstruction of the terminal.  

H

Available Terminal Area Parking: Port Townsend has extremely limited parking in its downtown and near the ferry terminal.  No parking 
exists at Seattle’s Colman Dock terminal, but many parking garages are located within a few blocks.  However, these are sometimes at or 
near capacity.

L

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  Seattle’s Colman Dock is located in a dense downtown setting with high existing traffic volumes.  Increased 
traffic due to POF service would increase the load on the adjacent street network, but probably would not cause extreme congestion or 
delay.

Port Townsend, a historic town with a walkable downtown core near the ferry terminal, would see increased traffic volumes with cars seeking 
parking spaces near the POF terminal. This would likely have a noticeable negative impact.

M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  Minimal capital investment would be necessary to provide initial service, but a permanent POF terminal will entail a moderate 
degree of capital investment.  Two full-time 149-pax vessels will be needed to meet the route’s operational profile.  These vessels should be 
equipped with additional ride control features to mitigate the sometimes-rough conditions.

M

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  The operational profile and modeled demand indicate a well-utilized service with a minimal number of deadhead 
runs.  Operating cost per passenger is estimated to be low. L

Capital Cost Avoidance:  POF service may mitigate auto/ferry trips via Kitsap County or Whidbey Island.  However, it is unclear what effect 
POF service will have on alternative capital investments. M
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Port Townsend - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:  The route runs through an open portion of Puget Sound, and wake wash impact will be low. L

Congestion Avoidance Value:  POF would allow drivers to avoid high levels of congestion on one portion of the trip—the stretch of I-5 
between Edmonds and Seattle. M
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Vancouver B.C. - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)

D
em
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d Estimated Daily Ridership:  500 H

Potential for Tourism and Recreational Use:  Both Seattle and Vancouver are major tourist destinations with attractions accessible by foot, 
bike or transit.   H

Potential for Off-Peak Use (non-work, non-tourism/rec.):  Both Seattle and Vancouver are dense, mixed-use urban centers with many shop-
ping, healthcare and other non-work destinations accessible by foot, bike or transit.  However, given the length of the trip, it is unlikely travel 
on this route would be for such utilitarian uses, but would rather be for tourism and recreation.

L

M
od

al
 

Ad
v.

Availability of Other Viable Modes:  Three other land modes exist for travel between these points—auto, bus and train. In this case air travel 
is a fourth viable option. H

Travel Time Savings Compared to Next Best Mode:  POF would take about 50% longer than travel by car, assuming no traffic or delay at 
customs. L

La
nd

 
U

se

Terminal Area Density and Planned Land Use: Both Seattle and Vancouver terminals are located in urban downtown settings with high 
density mixed-use development. H

Viability of Terminal Siting:  Downtown Vancouver has significant waterfront infrastructure currently in place.  Minimal to moderate waterfront 
improvements would be necessary to provide an adequate POF terminal.  The area is well-served with transit, parking and kiss-and-ride ac-
cess.

H
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Vancouver B.C. - Seattle
Evaluation Factor
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Navigability:  The route parallels the Vessel Traffic Separation (VTS) lanes for most of the route.  In Elliott Bay, there is a potential for speed 
restriction during docking and nearby barge movements.  In a 30 knot vessel, it will take about 4.75 hours to make the trip.  Vessels on this route 
will require ride control, and even then there is significant potential for passenger discomfort and/or run cancellation because of the severity of 
the wind and waves that can be encountered in the Straights of Georgia.  The potential for severe weather impact on the route is the principal 
reason for the Low rating in navigation.  There are also speed restrictions in Vancouver Harbor.  Poor visibility due to dense fog can cause 
navigation challenges, especially for early morning runs.

L

Transit Service and Access:  Vancouver B.C. has excellent transit service throughout its downtown and connecting to its downtown water-
front neighborhoods. On the Seattle side, existing connecting transit service is fair for an urban employment and commercial center such as 
downtown Seattle, with relatively low frequencies connecting directly to the terminal, and the major bus corridor on Third Ave. is about a third 
–mile away up a steep hill.

M

Pedestrian Accessibility:  Ferry terminals in both cities are located in dense urban centers with a high number of destinations and attractions, 
with built out sidewalk networks and signaled crosswalks. H

Bike Accessibility:  Ferry terminals in both locations are located in dense urban centers with a high number of destinations and attractions, 
with built out bicycle networks. H

Available Terminal Area Parking: No parking exists at Seattle’s Colman Dock terminal, but many parking garages are located within a few 
blocks.  However, these are sometimes at or near capacity.  Long-term parking in downtown Vancouver is scarce. L

Vulnerability to Traffic Impacts:  Both terminals are located in dense downtowns with high existing traffic volumes.  Increased traffic due to 
POF service would increase the load on the adjacent street network, but probably would not cause extreme congestion or delay. M

Co
st

Capital Cost:  While terminal development is likely to entail only a moderate cost, the vessel capital costs are likely to be very high.  It would 
take up to five vessels to meet the operational profile, and it is unlikely 149-pax vessels would be of sufficient capacity.  More likely, 350-pax 
vessels similar to the Victoria Clipper IV or Chinook-class would be needed.  These vessels will likely need to be equipped with ride control 
features for passenger comfort in rough seas.

H

Cost Per Passenger Mile:  Assuming 500 daily riders a moderate cost per passenger mile is anticipated.  However, many assumptions have 
been made in this analysis that may not be borne out with a more detailed approach. M

Capital Cost Avoidance:  Direct POF service between Vancouver and Seattle is unlikely to have an effect on alternative transportation 
modes. M
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Vancouver B.C. - Seattle
Evaluation Factor

Score
(H, M, L)
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t Sensitivity to Wake Impacts:

The route runs through open waters, and wake wash impact will be low for 95% of the route. However, the transit into Vancouver Harbor will 
be wake-sensitive.  

L

Congestion Avoidance Value:  POF would allow drivers to avoid the drive on the I-5 corridor, which is very congested in Snohomish and 
King counties. M
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APPENDIX B.  Detailed Route Information

Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
80 pax operating at 22kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
West Seattle
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West Seattle

Route Summary
WEST SEATTLE SEATTLE

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
F1 F5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 111
Weather Cancellations/Year 12 5
In Service Days/Year 242 106
1 Way Trips/Day 50 30
1 Way Trips/Year 12,100 3,180
Seats/Day 4,000 2,400
Seats/Year 968,000 254,400
Riders/Day 664 664
Riders/Year 160,688 70,384
Vessel Minutes/day 600 360
Vessel Hours/Year 2,420 636

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$1.75 (Metro 1 Zone Fare) 24%
$2.90 40%
$4.40 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
149 pax operating at 30kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Vashon
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Vashon

Route Summary
VASHON ISLAND SEATTLE

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather
Cancellations/Year

12 12 12 5

In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 254 106
1 Way Trips/Day 18 12 30
1 Way Trips/Year 4,356 1,272 5,628
Seats/Day 2,682 1,788 4,470
Seats/Year 649,044 189,528 838,572
Riders/Day 456 181 105 742
Riders/Year 110,352 43,802 11,130 165,284
Vessel Minutes/day 486 264
Vessel Hours/Year 1,960 466 2,427

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (Cross Sound Fare) 18%
$7.50 40%
$11.20 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
4

Special Requirements
Low Wake Design

Recommended Vessel Type
149 pax operating at 30kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Bremerton
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Bremerton

Route Summary
BREMERTON SEATTLE

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather
Cancellations/Year 12 12 12 12 5
In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 242 106
1 Way Trips/Day 26 14 14 12 12 78
1 Way Trips/Year 6,292 3,388 3,388 2,904 1,272 17,244
Seats/Day 3,874 2,086 2,086 1,788 1,788 11,622
Seats/Year 937,508 504,812 504,812 432,696 189,528 2,569,356
Riders/Day 1,121 895 863 562 1,388 4,829
Riders/Year 271,282 216,590 208,846 136,004 147,128 979,850
Vessel Minutes/day 910 490 490 420 420 2,730
Vessel Hours/Year 3,670 1,976 1,976 1,694 742 10,059

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (Cross Sound Fare) 38%
$3.60 40%
$5.40 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
2

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
149 pax operating at 30kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Kingston
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Kingston

Route Summary
KINGSTON SEATTLE

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
K1 K2 K3 K4 K5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather
Cancellations/Year 12 12 12 12 5
In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 242 106
1 Way Trips/Day 18 8 26
1 Way Trips/Year 4,356 1,936 6,292
Seats/Day 2,682 1,192 3,874
Seats/Year 649,044 288,464 937,508
Riders/Day 523 392 915
Riders/Year 126,566 94,864 221,430
Vessel Minutes/day 756 336 1,092
Vessel Hours/Year 3,049 1,355 4,404

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (Cross Sound Fare) 18%
$7.60 40%
$11.40 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
2

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
149 pax operating at 30kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Southworth
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Southworth

Route Summary
SOUTHWORTH SEATTLE

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
SW1 SW2 SW3 SW4 SW5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather
Cancellations/Year 12 12 12 5
In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 254 106
1 Way Trips/Day 22 16 38
1 Way Trips/Year 5,324 3,872 9,196
Seats/Day 3,278 2,384 5,662
Seats/Year 793,276 576,928 1,370,204
Riders/Day 1,007 863 1,870
Riders/Year 243,694 208,846 452,540
Vessel Minutes/day 594 432 1,026
Vessel Hours/Year 2,396 1,742 4,138

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (Cross Sound Fare) 41%
$3.30 40%
$5.00 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
80 pax operating at 22kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Bremerton Annapolis
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Bremerton Annapolis

Route Summary
BREMERTON ANNAPOLIS

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
B1 B5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather Cancellations/Year 12 12 12 12 5
In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 242 106
1 Way Trips/Day 30 30
1 Way Trips/Year 7,260 7,260
Seats/Day 2,400 2,400
Seats/Year 580,800 580,800
Riders/Day 720 720
Riders/Year 174,240 174,240
Vessel Minutes/day 150 150
Vessel Hours/Year 605 605

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$1.50 (Kitsap Transit Fare*) 22%
$2.80 40%
$4.20 60%

*Assumed Kitsap Transit fare includes proposed fuel surcharge of $.25 above standard $1.25 fare.
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Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
80 pax operating at 22kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Bremerton Port Orchard
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Bremerton Port Orchard

Route Summary
BREMERTON PORT ORCHARD

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather
Cancellations/Year 12 12 12 12 5
In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 242 106
1 Way Trips/Day 66 48 114
1 Way Trips/Year 15,972 5,088 21,060
Seats/Day 5,280 3,840 9,120
Seats/Year 1,277,760 407,040 1,684,800
Riders/Day 1,778 180 1,958
Riders/Year 430,276 19,080 449,356
Vessel Minutes/day 1,122 816 1,938
Vessel Hours/Year 4,525 1,442 5,967

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$1.50 (Kitsap Transit Fare*) 34%
$1.80 40%
$2.70 60%

*Assumed Kitsap Transit fare includes proposed fuel surcharge of $.25 above standard $1.25 fare.
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Number of Vessels Needed
3

Special Requirements
Low Wake Design

Recommended Vessel Type
149 pax operating at 30kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Port Orchard
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Port Orchard

Route Summary
PORT ORCHARD SEATTLE

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather
Cancellations/Year

12 12 12 12 5

In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 242 106
1 Way Trips/Day 16 12 12 40
1 Way Trips/Year 3,872 2,904 2,904 9,680
Seats/Day 2,384 1,788 1,788 5,960
Seats/Year 576,928 432,696 432,696 1,442,320
Riders/Day 666 525 525 1,716
Riders/Year 161,172 127,050 127,050 415,272
Vessel Minutes/day 592 444 444 1,480
Vessel Hours/Year 2,388 1,791 1,791 5,969

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (Cross Sound Fare) 26%
$6.00 40%
$8.00 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
2

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
80 pax operating at 30kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Bainbridge Des Moines
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Bainbridge Des Moines

Route Summary
BAINBRIDGE DES MOINES

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
BD1 BD2 BD3 BD4 BD5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather
Cancellations/Year

12 12 12 12 5

In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 242 106
1 Way Trips/Day 14 12 10 36
1 Way Trips/Year 3,388 2,904 1,060 7,352
Seats/Day 2,086 1,788 1,490 5,364
Seats/Year 504,812 432,696 157,940 1,095,448
Riders/Day 145 117 110 372
Riders/Year 35,090 28,314 11,660 75,064
Vessel Minutes/day 742 636 530 1,908
Vessel Hours/Year 2,993 2,565 936 6,494

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (Cross Sound Fare) 6%
$23.60 40%
$35.30 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
149 pax operating at 30kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Suquamish



Page B-20 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

Suquamish

Route Summary
SUQUAMISH SEATTLE

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather
Cancellations/Year

12 12 12 12 5

In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 242 106
1 Way Trips/Day 14 12 26
1 Way Trips/Year 3,388 1,272 4,660
Seats/Day 2,086 1,788 3,874
Seats/Year 504,812 189,528 694,340
Riders/Day 303 120 423
Riders/Year 73,326 12,720 86,046
Vessel Minutes/day 518 444 962
Vessel Hours/Year 2,089 784 2,874

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (Cross Sound Fare) 10%
$14.00 40%
$20.00 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
80 pax operating at 22kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Kirkland UW
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Kirkland UW

Route Summary
KIRKLAND UW

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 111
Weather Cancellations/Year 12 5
In Service Days/Year 242 106
1 Way Trips/Day 18 18
1 Way Trips/Year 4,356 4,356
Seats/Day 1,440 1,440
Seats/Year 348,480 348,480
Riders/Day 417 417
Riders/Year 100,914 100,914
Vessel Minutes/day 450 450
Vessel Hours/Year 1,815 1,815

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$2.25 (Metro 2 Zone Fare) 10%
$9.40 40%
$14.10 60%

Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
80 pax operating at 22kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Kenmore UW
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Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
80 pax operating at 22kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Kenmore UW

Kenmore UW

Route Summary
KENMORE UW

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather Cancellations/Year 12 12 12 5
In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 254 106
1 Way Trips/Day 10 10
1 Way Trips/Year 2,420 2,420
Seats/Day 800 800
Seats/Year 193,600 193,600
Riders/Day 10 10
Riders/Year 2,420 2,420
Vessel Minutes/day 330 330
Vessel Hours/Year 1,331 1,331

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$2.25 (Metro 2 Zone Fare) 1%
$130.00 40%
$195.00 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
80 pax operating at 22kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Renton Leschi
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Renton Leschi

Route Summary
RENTON LESCHI

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather Cancellations/Year 12 12 12 12 5
In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 242 106
1 Way Trips/Day 10 10
1 Way Trips/Year 2,420 2,420
Seats/Day 800 800
Seats/Year 193,600 193,600
Riders/Day 10 10
Riders/Year 2,420 2,420
Vessel Minutes/day 290 290
Vessel Hours/Year 1,170 1,170

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$2.25 (Metro 2 Zone Fare) 1%
$117.00 40%
$176.00 60%



Page B-26 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study

Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
80 pax operating at 30kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Shilshole Marina Seattle
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Shilshole Marina Seattle

Route Summary
SHILSHOLE SEATTLE

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 254 254 111
Weather
Cancellations/Year 12 12 12 5
In Service Days/Year 242 242 242 254 106
1 Way Trips/Day 8 8
1 Way Trips/Year 1,936 1,936
Seats/Day 640 640
Seats/Year 154,880 154,880
Riders/Day 20 20
Riders/Year 4,840 4,840
Vessel Minutes/day 216
Vessel Hours/Year 871 871

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$1.75 (Metro 1 Zone Fare) 2%
$56.00 40%
$84.00 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
2

Special Requirements
None

Recommended Vessel Type
80 pax operating at 30kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Des Moines Seattle
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Des Moines Seattle

Route Summary
DES MOINES SEATTLE

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
F1 F2 F5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 254 254 111

Weather Cancellations/Year 12 12 5

In Service Days/Year 242 242 106

1 Way Trips/Day 12 12 24

1 Way Trips/Year 2,904 2,904 5,808

Seats/Day 960 960 3,576

Seats/Year 232,320 232,320 865,392

Riders/Day 30 30 270

Riders/Year 7,260 7,260 65,340

Vessel Minutes/day 492 492 984

Vessel Hours/Year 1,984 1,984 3,969

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$2.25 (Metro 2 Zone Fare) 2%
$51.10 40%
$76.70 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
1

Special Requirements
Foil Assistance

Recommended Vessel Type
149 pax operating at 35kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
PT Seattle
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PT Seattle

Route Summary
PT Seattle

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 108 108 108 108 3
Weather
Cancellations/Year

2 2 2 2

In Service Days/Year 106 106 106 106 3
1 Way Trips/Day 8 8 16
1 Way Trips/Year 848 24 872
Seats/Day 1,192 1,192 2,384
Seats/Year 126,352 3,576 129,928
Riders/Day 600 480 1,080
Riders/Year 63,600 1,440 65,040
Vessel Minutes/day 640 640 1,280
Vessel Hours/Year 1,131 32 1,163

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$3.35 (Cross Sound Fare) 13%
$10.20 40%
$15.30 60%
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Number of Vessels Needed
2

Special Requirements
Foil Assistance, Ride Control System, Must meet SOLAS (Safety of Life at Sea) regulations.

Recommended Vessel Type
149 pax operating at 35kts.

Estimated Cost Summary Table
Vancouver Seattle
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Vancouver Seattle

Route Summary
VANCOUVER BC SEATTLE

Weekdays Schedules Weekend
PO1 PO2 PO3 PO4 PO5 Totals

Sched Days/Year 111 111 108 108 3
Weather
Cancellations/Year

2 2 2 2

In Service Days/Year 109 109 106 106 3
1 Way Trips/Day 4 4 8
1 Way Trips/Year 436 436 872
Seats/Day 596 596 1,192
Seats/Year 64,964 64,964 129,928
Riders/Day 260 260 520
Riders/Year 28,340 28,340 56,680
Vessel Minutes/day 920 920 1,840
Vessel Hours/Year 1,671 1,671 3,343

Fare Options
One Way Fare Recovery %
$5.00 (Translink 3 Zone Fare) 5%
$28.10 40%
$42.20 60%
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