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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Automated Route Planning 
 
Description: Utilize computer technology to offer passengers a point-to-point route 
guide including highway routes, ferry sailings, and transit connections as applicable 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  Could show customers how to use 
alternate modes to connect to ferries. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Medium.  If the system is programmed with 
“expected”  and potentially “real-time” arrival and departure information 
loading conditions for various sailings, and even in concert with a 
reservation system.  This would provide valuable information to 
customers on avoiding peak sailings and finding those less traveled.  In 
addition, automated route planning could display fare information, which if 
peak-period pricing goes into effect, would further encourage customers 
to ride off-peak sailings. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium. With information 
beyond simply the sailing time, this tool could effectively communicate 
where capacity and pricing allow for a less delay prone passage.  

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Although if this is combined with e-

ticketing it could have a positive effect. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Low.  Although if combined with e-ticketing and 

real time arrival and departure information, it could prevent customers 
from arriving too early and then holding, which would have a positive 
effect. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  Has no effect.  
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: High.  Most customers would benefit from this 
service, and it would be of even greater customer benefit if combined with e-
ticketing, reservations and automated real arrival and departure times.  

2. Positive community impact:  Low.  Little positive impact if implemented in a 
basic form, but positive community impacts would ensue if it were combined with 
e-ticketing, reservations and real arrival and departure times, which together, 
would serve to reduce queues and associated negative traffic impacts. 

3. Environmental impacts: Medium.  By creating some shift to transit mode of 
access, could show some positive environmental benefit. 
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  High.  Such systems are in use and common, and 
could be applied relatively easily. 

2. Capital costs:  Medium 
3. On-going operating cost: Low   

 
 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but it would achieve 
maximum benefit if applied in concert with real arrival and departure times and 
demand information, e-ticketing, and reservations 

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A.  Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton: 
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy: 
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone 
m. Anacortes 
n. San Juans 
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  All.  It would be a system-wide application. 
 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward for its customer convenience and potential mode shift 
benefits. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Automated Vehicle Advance System 
 
Description: Similar to carwash technology, vehicles could be mechanically advanced 
and queued as appropriate to sailing times, allowing passengers to reclaim the time they 
would have otherwise spent queuing. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  By making driving an even more 
convenient mode of access, may even have a negative impact. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage people to shift 
time 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  By allowing 
customers to recapture lost queue time, making peak sailings with their 
long waits more attractive, it could have a negative impact. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  Could have an adverse impact 

with more customers leaving their vehicles if they do not return in time to 
load the sailing.  

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No effect. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Low. No effect. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  Has no effect.  

 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Customer impacts: Medium.  Many customers would benefit from this 
service by allowing them to leave their vehicles if desired. 

2. Community impacts:  Medium.  Allowing more customers to leave their 
vehicles could benefit adjacent business districts. 

3. Environmental impacts: Low.  No impact. 
 

 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Low.  This is a novel concept, and the technology 

has not been commonly applied to transportation systems such as WSF. 
Land to vessel transitions, marine environment, vehicle pick-up after crossing 
are all issues that none of these systems have been designed to 
accommodate. 

2. Capital costs:  High 
3. On-going operating cost: Medium.   
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III. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

3. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No. 
 
4. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Low.  The capital cost would be 
prohibitive to system-wide application. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  It is unlikely that any single route 

would see operational benefits from this strategy. 
 

a. Mukilteo:  Low 
b. Clinton: Low 
c. Edmonds: Low 
d. Kingston: Low 
e. Bainbridge: Low 
f. Bremerton: Low 
g. Colman Dock: Low 
h. Southworth: Low 
i. Vashon: Low 
j. Fauntleroy: Low 
k. Pt. Townsend : Low 
l. Keystone: Low 
m. Anacortes: Low 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah: Low 

 
3. What would be a good test route?  No single route lends itself to this 

strategy in particular.  For demonstration purposes, a lower volume route 
such as Pt. Defiance-Tahlequah would serve best. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
There is little or no need to advance vehicles from the time they enter the queue until it’s 
time to load the vessel, at which time customers must be in their vehicles regardless.  It 
may also pose a security risk if unattended vehicles are able to be loaded onto vessels. 
This strategy offers little or no benefit compared to the significant cost it would take to 
implement, and should be screened out. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Congestion Pricing 
 
Description: Similar to peak period pricing on airlines, hotels, and even local bus 
services, WSF would apply a peak period surcharge, or charge higher fares, for vehicle 
access on to vessels during high-demand times of day, and/or during peak seasons.  
This could apply to only some routes (corridor-based), or on all routes (system-wide). 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  High. By making it more expensive to drive on 
during the high demand peak periods, customers will have an incentive to 
shift mode of access. 

b. Encourages time shift:  High. Making it more expensive to drive on to 
ferries during peak times and less expensive where there is available 
capacity, gives customers an incentive to shift the time they travel. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  High.  Demand would be 
diverted to relatively lower cost off-peak sailings. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  Assuming auto capacity on 

vessels would still be full even with peak period pricing, loading and 
unloading type is probably unaffected.   

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  By encouraging both time and mode 

shift, auto queues during peak hours/seasons would be shortened, 
although queues for off-peak sailings may lengthen. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: High.  By attracting walk-on demand 
to peak sailings, and increased ridership on off-peak sailings, operating 
cost per rider would fall. 

 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Customer impacts: High.  There would be negative customer reaction to 
increased fees for peak period sailings, although at the same time many 
customers would benefit from potentially shorter queues and wait times for 
peak period sailings. 

2. Community impacts:  High.  Many communities would benefit from 
potentially shorter queues on the adjacent street network. 

3. Environmental impacts: High.  Shifting mode of access away from SOVs 
would result in positive air and water quality impacts 
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  High.  It would not be difficult to charge and 
collect a peak period surcharge or change the fare structure. Although to be 
most effective this charge needs to be dynamic.  Under current operating 
practices this would be impractical as the communications necessary 
between the fare determination mechanism, ticket sellers and customers 
would be highly problematic.  Also the current state of the tariff would require 
considerable overhaul with specific performance criteria and fare level setting 
in place to ensure the fares are being set within adopted policy.  

2. Capital costs:  Low. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low.   

 
 

5. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  The success of this 
strategy would rely on improved transit service, connections and facilities, 
and to a lesser degree improved bicycle and pedestrian connections and 
amenities.  It would also help to have an expanded carpool definition to allow 
unregistered carpools, and additional carpool staging areas.  Any additional 
support for alternate modes of access would bolster this strategy’s success, 
such as carsharing pods, additional parking near terminals, and improved 
wayfinding and user information for transit users, bicyclists, carpoolers and 
pedestrians.  

 
It would be beneficial to implement this strategy in concert with other fare 
changes, such as greater fare differentials for various classes of vehicle 
and/or passenger vs. auto fares.  It would also benefit (see above discussion 
related to dynamic pricing) from an optimized electronic fare collection 
system, reservations and E-ticketing. 

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No 
 
 
II. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High.  It would be less confusing to 
the customer to apply peak period pricing as part of system-wide fare 
changes. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  The more auto demand exceeds 

capacity during peak hours and seasons on routes serving the terminal, the 
higher the score received. 

 
a. Mukilteo:  High 
b. Clinton:  High 
c. Edmonds:  High 
d. Kingston:  High 
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e. Bainbridge:  High 
f. Bremerton:  High 

g. Colman Dock:  High 
h. Southworth:  High 
i. Vashon:  Low.  Currently no fares are collected leaving Vashon.  
j. Fauntleroy:  High 

k. Pt. Townsend:  High (during peak summer season and weekends in 
shoulder seasons) 

l. Keystone: High (during peak summer season and weekends in shoulder 
seasons) 

m. Anacortes:  High (during peak summer season and weekends most of 
the year) 

n. San Juans:  High (during peak summer season and weekends most of 
the year).  Because fares are not currently collected leaving the islands 
for Anacortes, there may be little benefit in terms of attracting people to 
less used sailings, But, it would result in higher revenue generation.  

o. Pt Defiance:  Low.  Although if pricing is in place on Vashon it would 
probably be necessary to put it on the Pt. Defiance-Tahlequah route as 
well to counteract potential traffic diversion effects. 

p. Tahlequah:  Low.  Currently no fares are collected leaving Tahlequah.  
Although if pricing is in place on Vashon it would probably be necessary 
to put it on the Pt. Defiance-Tahlequah route as well to counteract 
potential traffic diversion effects.  

 
3. What would be a good test route?   Any route that experiences a large 

imbalance of auto demand and capacity between peak and off-peak times 
would be a good test route, including Bainbridge-Seattle, Edmonds/Kingston, 
Mukilteo/Clinton, Port Townsend-Keystone, and/or Anacortes-San Juans. 

 
 
III. Strategy Disposition 
Carry strategy forward for its potential large, system-wide impacts in shifting mode of 
access at terminals, potential to shift travel to off-peak periods, and environmental 
benefits—all for relatively low implementation, capital and operating cost.   
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Increase Parking Capacity at Terminals 
 
Description: Increase parking capacity at terminals by building parking structures, lots, 
or implementing shared parking to capture underutilized nearby parking space. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Making driving an even more convenient 
mode of access may induce more people to drive to terminals.  However, 
depending on how the parking fee compares to the fare to drive the 
vehicle on the ferry, the strategy has good potential for reducing the 
number of customers who drive their vehicle onto vessels. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage people to shift 
time. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  High.  Enabling more 
people to park their vehicles near terminals and walk on to vessels would 
help fill existing capacity. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No anticipated impact.  
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No effect. 
c. Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  More people parking and walking on 

would help reduce queues. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider: Medium.  Attracting walk-on 

demand to existing capacity would help reduce the operating cost per 
rider. 

 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium.  Customers would enjoy the added 
choice of leaving their vehicles behind if desired.  The cheaper parking is 
compared to driving the vehicle onto the vessel, the greater the customer 
convenience benefit. 

2. Positive community impact:  Low.  Increased infrastructure devoted to 
parking would likely be seen as a negative community impact by some.  If 
more people are circling local streets in the terminal area looking for parking, 
this would be seen as a negative impact as well.  However, potentially 
decreased queues would be viewed positively by local communities. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Low.  Depending on parking fees, this 
strategy could induce more people to drive, creating additional air and water 
pollution in ferry terminal communities. 
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  Shared parking arrangements would 
require negotiations between WSF, local jurisdictions and local businesses.  
New parking structures take time and money to build, as well as land use 
permits.  

2. Capital costs:  Medium.  Costs are high in the case of parking structures, 
medium in the case of new parking lots, and low in the case of shared 
parking. 

3. On-going operating cost: Low. 
 

 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No, but it would benefit 
from an integrated parking reservation and pricing system, real time parking 
capacity information, and improved transit service and connections (for those 
customers parking their vehicle and needing transit to connect to their 
destination on the other side). 

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application: Low.  Every terminal has different 
levels of existing parking and parking demand.  It would only be applicable to 
some terminals. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Routes with strong demand for auto 

access yet relatively little affordable parking available on one or both ends 
receive higher scores for applicability. 

 
a. Mukilteo:  High  
b. Clinton:  Medium 
c. Edmonds:  High 
d. Kingston:  Medium 
e. Bainbridge:  High 
f. Bremerton:  Medium 
g. Colman Dock:  Medium 
h. Southworth:  Medium 
i. Vashon:  Medium 
j. Fauntleroy:  Medium 
k. Pt. Townsend :  High 
l. Keystone:  Medium 
m. Anacortes:  High 
n. San Juans:  Medium 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah:  Low 
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3. What would be a good test route?  Bainbridge Island, since parking 
demand is definitely strong but supply is limited indicated by existing 
utilization rates.  It would be a good place to test parking strategy impacts on 
mode of access and queue lengths.  Shared parking opportunities exist here. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
This strategy should be carried forward due to its ability to potentially increase the walk-
on mode share, attract demand to underutilized passenger capacity, decrease operating 
cost per rider, and increase customer convenience and choice.  To develop detailed 
parking recommendations by terminal, more information is needed on utilization rates at 
each parking area, as well as the potential unmet parking demand by terminal, which 
can be partially gleaned from the results of the WSTC Customer Survey currently 
underway. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Decentralized Holding 
 
Description: Vehicles are ticketed for a specific sailing and are given a time slot to 
access the on dock holding facility.  Outside of the time slot, it is up to drivers to choose 
where to wait. 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  By making it difficult to find a place to 
park and wait for the ferry, some users may be deterred from driving on. 

b) Encourages time shift:  Medium.  Regular customers may be discouraged 
from traveling at peak times if they know they must use the remote holding 
system, preferring to drive directly onto the terminal in off-peak times. 

c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium.  Does very little to 
encourage people to take underutilized off-peak sailings, but by creating 
more walk-on traffic it may allow better use of existing passenger capacity. 
There is the potential that this strategy would attract demand to sailings 
where the remote holding system is not in place. 

 
2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  It may even have a negative 
impact on loading and unloading times if cars are queuing from the adjacent 
signalized street network rather than from on-dock holding lanes. 

b) Reduces ticketing time:  Low. No impact on ticketing time. 
c) Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  Ongoing queues adjacent to terminals 

would be largely eliminated. However, queues would be dispersed into the 
community or drivers would not leave their initial origin point until they could 
approach the terminal, creating the potential for informal queuing areas in 
local streets, thus creating even longer queues that would back up into the 
community and adjacent street network at time of loading and unloading, 
given little or no centralized holding space on or near the dock. 

d) Improves operating cost per rider: Medium.  May result in an improved 
operating cost per rider if enough riders switch to walk-on as a result of the 
added inconvenience. 

 
 

II) Evaluation Against Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impact:  Low.  Customers would be greatly inconvenienced 
if they were unable to accurately predict travel time to reach the terminal at their 
appointed entry time.  . 
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2) Positive community impact:  Medium.  There could be a negative community 
impact with additional cars circling on the city streets creating congestion and 
taking up available parking capacity as their drivers waited for their departure.  If 
parking were abundant and convenient, a positive benefit might be seen with 
greater local business patronage. 

3) Positive environmental impact: Low.  Any potential improvements made by 
increased walk on access could be negated by circling autos, and related traffic 
and automobile emissions. 

 
 
III) Implementation and Cost  

 
1) Ease of implementation:  High.   
2) Capital costs:  Low. 
3) On-going operating cost: Low   

 
 
IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  It would achieve maximum 
benefit if applied in concert with real time arrival and departure information, 
improved wayfinding, real time parking capacity information and e-ticketing.  
Decentralized holding would also likely require increased metering of entering 
and existing vehicles, improved traffic management systems, and possibly 
increased parking capacity in the greater terminal area. 

 
2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  Poor wayfinding, limited parking capacity, and substandard 
traffic management in the terminal community could hamper this strategy’s 
effectiveness. 

 
 
V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application:  Low.  Many terminal areas simply 
could not absorb the traffic and parking demand that would be generated by 
decentralized holding.  Others have ample existing holding capacity and would 
have little use for this strategy. 
 

2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability:   
 

a) Mukilteo:  Low 
b) Clinton:  Medium 
c) Edmonds:  Medium  
d) Kingston:  Low 
e) Bainbridge:  Low 
f) Bremerton:  Medium 
g) Colman Dock:  Low 
h) Southworth:  Medium 
i) Vashon:  Medium 
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j) Fauntleroy:  Low 
k) Pt. Townsend:  High 
l) Keystone:  Medium 
m) Anacortes:  High 
n) San Juans:  Medium 
o) Pt Defiance:  High 
p) Tahlequah:  Low 

 
3) What would be a good test route?  A low-density rural location would be a 

good test bed, since it would be less susceptible to the negative system-wide 
traffic impacts of additional vehicles on the road network that a more urban 
location might experience.  Possible test routes may be Port Townsend -
Keystone or Anacortes – San Juans, where the strategy could be tested in off-
peak hours and/or the low season first. 

 
 
VI) Strategy Disposition 
Any positive operational effects generated by this strategy would likely be counteracted 
or overshadowed by a host of negative operational and/or community impacts. At the 
same time, there are not many terminal locations where the strategy would make good 
sense due to insufficient parking or already congested street networks, among other 
factors.  This strategy should be retained although considered for only specific locations 
where communities are readily accepting of people with vehicles looking for some way to 
use available time. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Optimize Use of Electronic Fare System (EFS) 
 
Description: Optimize performance of the Electronic Fare System with full employee 
training, removal of the requirement to issue paper receipts; and the keeping of 
electronic rather than manual sales records. 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage mode shift. 
b) Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage people to shift 

time. 
c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to attract 

new demand to available capacity. 
 

2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  This strategy does nothing to 
impact loading and unloading times. 

b) Reduces ticketing time:  High.  Taking steps to optimize the EFS could 
greatly reduce the average time processing each customer at the tollbooth. 

c) Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  Moving vehicles more quickly through 
the ticketing process will result in shorter queues waiting for the ticketing 
window. 

d) Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  Although there might be a slight 
improvement to operating cost per rider due to moving more passengers 
through more quickly, the difference would be negligible. 

 
 

II) Evaluation Against Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impact:  Medium.  Customers would see quicker processing 
times as an added convenience. 

2) Positive community impact:  Medium.  Moving vehicles off adjacent roadways, 
out of traffic flow, and through the toll booth more quickly constitutes a positive 
community impact. 

3) Positive environmental impact: Medium.  Moving vehicles queuing for the ferry 
out of the adjacent street network’s traffic flow could help relieve nearby 
congestion hotspots and reduce idling in the terminal area.  Getting rid of the 
need for paper records would reduce the state’s paper consumption. 
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III) Implementation and Cost  
 

1) Ease of implementation:  Medium.  Would require new employee training 
programs.   

2) Capital costs:  Low. 
3) On-going operating cost:  Low. 

 
 
IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but it would benefit 
from having employee reviews linked to ticketing processing time.  Also, the use 
of electronic vehicle transponder systems would complement this strategy to 
further expedite the ticketing process. 

 
2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 

2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A.  Would be a system-wide application.  
 

a) Mukilteo:   
b) Clinton:   
c) Edmonds:   
d) Kingston:  
e) Bainbridge:   
f) Bremerton:  
g) Colman Dock:   
h) Southworth:  
i) Vashon:   
j) Fauntleroy:  
k) Pt. Townsend:   
l) Keystone:   
m) Anacortes:   
n) San Juans:  
o) Pt Defiance:   
p) Tahlequah:   

 
3) What would be a good test route?  N/A 

 
 
VI) Strategy Disposition 
Carry forward due to the strategy’s positive operational, customer, community and 
environmental impacts for a relatively small cost. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Encourage Preferred Payment Methods 
 
Description: WSF offers a discount for preferred payment methods, or alternately, a 
surcharge for non-preferred payment methods. 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
a) Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage mode shift. 
b) Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage time shift. 
c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to attract 

new demand to available capacity. 
 

2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  This strategy does nothing to 
impact loading and unloading times. 

b) Reduces ticketing time:  Medium.  A portion of customers would switch to 
preferred payment methods, reducing the average time spent processing 
each customer at the tollbooth.  However, the additional surcharges also 
serve to complicate the fare system, which may result in more customers 
questioning the fee and negating any time savings at the ticket window. 

c) Reduces queue lengths:  Low.  The increased portion of customers using 
preferred payment methods is unlikely to have a noticeable impact on 
queues. 

d) Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  There would not be an 
improvement to operation cost per rider. 

 
 

II) Evaluation Against Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impact:  Low.  Customers would be confused by the further 
complicated fare structure and take issue to additional fees that only affect 
certain users.  There would likely be widespread negative customer reactions. 

2) Positive community impact:  Low.  No positive community impacts are likely to 
result from this strategy. 

3) Positive environmental impact: Low.  No environmental impacts are likely to 
result from this strategy. 

 
 

III) Implementation and Cost  
 

1) Ease of implementation:  High.   
2) Capital costs:  Low. 
3) On-going operating cost: Low   
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IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 

2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A.  Would be a system-wide application. 
 

a. Mukilteo:   
b. Clinton:   
c. Edmonds:   
d. Kingston:   
e. Bainbridge:   
f. Bremerton:   
g. Colman Dock:   
h. Southworth:   
i. Vashon:   
j. Fauntleroy:   
k. Pt. Townsend:  
l. Keystone:   
m. Anacortes:   
n. San Juans:   
o. Pt Defiance:   
p. Tahlequah:   
 

3. What would be a good test route?  N/A 
 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
This strategy serves to further complicate the fare structure and with it’s additional 
surcharges and fees and as a result would likely see resistance from customers, all for 
negligible operational benefit.  The strategy “Limit Payment Forms Accepted” would 
achieve the same ends with less negative attention from riders.  This strategy should be 
screened out.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Limit Payment Forms Accepted 
 
Description: WSF could begin accepting preferred payment methods and cash only 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage mode shift. 
b) Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage time shift. 
c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to attract 

new demand to available capacity. 
 

2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  This strategy does nothing to 
impact loading and unloading times. 

b) Reduces ticketing time:  High.  With reduced payment methods, the 
average time spent processing each customer at the tollbooth would 
decrease.   

c) Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  Moving vehicles more quickly through 
the ticketing process will result in shorter queues waiting for the ticketing 
window. 

d) Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  There would not be an impact to 
operating cost per rider. 

 
 

II) Evaluation Against Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impact:  Low.  Although reduced methods of payment would 
be considered a minor inconvenience by most, customers would likely adapt to 
the new system over time. 

2) Positive community impact:  Low.  No positive community impacts are likely to 
result from this strategy. 

3) Positive environmental impact: Low.  No positive environmental impacts are 
likely to result from this strategy. 

 
 

III) Implementation and Cost  
 

1) Ease of implementation:  High.   
2) Capital costs:  Low. 
3) On-going operating cost: Low   
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IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 

2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A.  Would be a system-wide application.  
 

a) Mukilteo:   
b) Clinton:   
c) Edmonds:   
d) Kingston:   
e) Bainbridge:   
f) Bremerton:   
g) Colman Dock:   
h) Southworth:   
i) Vashon:   
j) Fauntleroy:   
k) Pt. Townsend:  
l) Keystone:   
m) Anacortes:   
n) San Juans:   
o) Pt Defiance:   
p) Tahlequah:   

 
3) What would be a good test route?  N/A 

 
 
VI) Strategy Disposition 
Carry forward due to the strategy’s positive operational impacts that can be achieved at 
no, or very little, cost. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Fare Card Coordination – ferries and parking 
 
Description: WSF could automate WSF parking access to accept Wave 2 Go or other 
SmartCard payment. 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Medium. By making terminal area parking easier, 
this strategy may encourage more people to park and walk on the ferry. 

b) Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage people to shift 
time. 

c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium.  Making it easier for 
more people to park their vehicles and walk on to vessels would help fill 
existing passenger capacity. 

 
2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No anticipated impact.  
b) Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact on average ticketing time. 
c) Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  If sufficient numbers of customers shift 

to walk-on mode of access, there would be a positive impact on queue 
length. 

d) Improves operating cost per rider: Medium.  Attracting walk-on demand to 
existing capacity would help reduce the operating cost per rider. 

 
II) Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impacts: Medium.  Customers would enjoy this added 
benefit of their Wave2Go cards. 

2) Positive community impacts:  Low.  Little or no community impact. 
3) Positive environmental impacts: Medium.  Encouraging more people to park 

and leave their vehicles behind would help reduce overall vehicle miles traveled 
by ferry users, would help shorten queues and decrease associated negative 
traffic impacts associated with queuing. 

 
III) Implementation and Cost 
 

1) Ease of implementation:  Medium.  Wave2Go already exists, but it would take 
some time and effort to add the parking feature.  It may also require negotiations 
with private owners of parking adjacent to terminals. 

2) Capital costs:  Low. 
3) On-going operating cost: Low. 
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IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work? Yes, it would require 
wayfinding so that drivers could find the participating lots. 
 

2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 
V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application:  Low.  Some terminals have little or no 
parking. 
 

2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Could apply to any terminal with parking, 
but would be most applicable to terminals where nearby parking is fully or mostly 
owned by the state. 

 
a) Mukilteo:  Medium.  Nearby parking is privately owned. 
b) Clinton:  High 
c) Edmonds: Medium.  Nearby parking is privately owned or owned by the Port. 
d) Kingston: High 
e) Bainbridge: High 
f) Bremerton: Medium.  Nearby parking is privately owned. 
g) Colman Dock: Medium.  Nearby parking is privately owned. 
h) Southworth: High 
i) Vashon: High 
j) Fauntleroy:  Low.  Minimal parking nearby. 
k) Pt. Townsend: Low.  Minimal parking nearby.  
l) Keystone: Low.  Minimal parking nearby. 
m) Anacortes: High 
n) San Juans:  Low.  Only one of four San Juan terminals has parking (Orcas, 

40 spaces) 
o) Pt Defiance: Medium.  Nearby parking is privately owned. 
p) Tahlequah: High 

 
3) What would be a good test route?  A route with high parking demand and 

where lots are owned by the state, such as Bainbridge Island. 
 
 
VI) Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward for its potential mode shift benefit, operational benefits, and 
positive customer and environmental effects, all at little cost and effort. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Fare Reductions for Commuters 
 
Description: WSF expands its existing program by offering a greater discount for 
monthly or annual passes. 
 
 
(1) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Low.  This only creates even more demand for 
travel during peak times. 

b) Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage people to shift 
time. 

c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to attract 
demand to existing capacity. 

 
2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  Does nothing to impact loading 
time. 

b) Reduces ticketing time:  Medium.  Assuming pass-holders can be 
processed more quickly, this reduces ticketing time. 

c) Reduces queue lengths: Low. No effect. 
d) Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  Has no effect.  

 
 
II) Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impact: Medium.  Regular users would benefit financially. 
2) Positive community impact:  Low.  No community impacts. 
3) Positive environmental impact: Low.  No impact. 
 
 

III) Implementation and Cost  
 

1) Ease of implementation:  High. 
2) Capital costs:  Low. 
3) On-going operating cost: Low.   
 
 

IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No. 
2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
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V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application:  High.  This would be a system-wide 
strategy. 

 
2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A. 

 
a) Mukilteo: 
b) Clinton: 
c) Edmonds: 
d) Kingston: 
e) Bainbridge: 
f) Bremerton: 
g) Colman Dock: 
h) Southworth: 
i) Vashon: 
j) Fauntleroy: 
k) Pt. Townsend  
l) Keystone 
m) Anacortes 
n) San Juans 
o) Pt Defiance 
p) Tahlequah 
 

3) What would be a good test route?  No single route lends itself to this strategy 
in particular.  For demonstration purposes, a lower volume route such as Pt. 
Defiance-Tahlequah would serve best. 

 
 
VI) Strategy Disposition 
Screen out.  This strategy only increases peak-period demand for auto access onto 
ferries and has very little operational benefit.  It also has the potential to lower overall 
system revenues, unless enough new riders are gained due to the lower cost for 
frequent users. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Fare Surcharges for Premium Access 
 
Description: WSF offers a monthly or annual pass guaranteeing drive-on access to any 
vessel at any times for a premium rate.  Similarly, WSF could offer a special tourist pass 
guaranteeing drive-on access to any vessel at any time for a premium rate. 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Low. This only creates an incentive for people to 
drive on (at least for those who can afford it). 

b) Encourages time shift:  Low.  Attracts additional demand to sailings already 
experiencing high demand levels. 

c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Attracts additional 
demand to sailings already experiencing high demand levels. 

 
2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  Does nothing to impact loading.   
b) Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact. 
c) Reduces queue lengths: Low.  If anything, this strategy may create even 

longer queues for high demand sailings. 
d) Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  No impact. 
 

 
II) Evaluation Against Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impact: Medium.  Users in the higher economic strata would 
enjoy this benefit, but at the same time it creates longer queues for everyone 
else and would likely be seen as inequitable by many. 

2) Positive community impact:  Low.  No impact. 
3) Positive environmental impact: Low.  No impact. 

 
 
III) Implementation and Cost  

 
1) Ease of implementation:  Low. It would be challenging to properly communicate 

to the public about this strategy, and it would be very difficult to integrate this 
strategy with reservations and congestion pricing schemes. 

2) Capital costs:  Low. 
3) On-going operating cost: Low.   
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IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No.  
 

2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  Reservation systems would negate the need for this strategy, 
since they also provide guaranteed access onto sailings for a fee.  Congestion 
pricing also partially serves the same function, in that it charges a premium fee 
for individuals wanting to ride high-demand sailings.  The difference between 
congestion pricing and fare surcharges for premium access is that under 
congestion pricing, all people trying to ride high demand sailings would be 
impacted similarly. 

 
 
V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application:  High.  It would probably be easiest 
and simplest to apply this system-wide. 
 

2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A 
 

a) Mukilteo:   
b) Clinton:   
c) Edmonds:   
d) Kingston:   
e) Bainbridge:   
f) Bremerton:   
g) Colman Dock:  
h) Southworth:  
i) Vashon:   
j) Fauntleroy:   
k) Pt. Townsend:   
l) Keystone:   
m) Anacortes:   
n) San Juans:   
o) Pt Defiance:   
p) Tahlequah:   

 
3) What would be a good test route?   N/A 
 

 
VI) Strategy Disposition 
Screen out.  This strategy would be viewed as inequitable by the public and brings very 
few, or even negative, benefits in terms of mode and time shift.  Congestion pricing is a 
much more promising strategy and would bring larger, system-wide benefits. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Round Trip Ticketing 
 
Description: Begin selling round-trip vehicle fares, possibly with a fare discount for 
those opting for round-trip purchase.  Round trip tickets could also entitle holders to 
priority boarding on one or both legs of their trip (i.e. HOT lane access, or queue jump 
lane through toll booth area). 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Added convenience for vehicles could 
even have an adverse impact by encouraging more drive-ons. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Little or no impact on time shift.  In fact, 
the added convenience to drive on and added guarantee of getting on the 
return ferry could attract more vehicle demand to some routes during 
peak times.  

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to 
attract new demand to available capacity. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  High.  With round-trip tickets more people 

could pass through the tollbooth via a queue jump lane where they 
electronically scan their ticket. 

c. Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  Moving vehicles more quickly 
through the ticketing process will result in shorter queues waiting for the 
ticketing window. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  There would not be an impact 
to operating cost per rider. 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: High.  Many customers would see round-trip 
ticketing as an added convenience.  

2. Positive community impact:  Medium.  Moving vehicles off adjacent 
roadways, out of traffic flow, and through the toll booth more quickly 
constitutes a positive community impact. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Medium.  Moving vehicles queuing for the 
ferry out of the adjacent street network’s traffic flow could help relieve nearby 
congestion. 
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  Would require integration with 
enhanced electronic record-keeping as well as any reservation and e-
ticketing systems.   

2. Capital costs:  Low 
3. On-going operating cost: Low   

 
 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  Yes, it would require 
an optimized electronic fare system so up-to-date records can be referenced 
to check space on future sailings before selling return tickets.  It would greatly 
benefit by being integrated with a reservation system and electronic ticketing.  
In fact this might be the only effective way to control demand for return trips in 
the San Juan Islands without establishing ticket sales in the islands. 

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A.  Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton: 
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy: 
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone 
m. Anacortes 
n. San Juans 
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
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3. What would be a good test route?  A route with lower demand would be 
best (i.e. Pt. Defiance-Tahlequah) to observe impacts before applying to 
higher demand routes with more extreme peaks.  

 
 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
This strategy should be carried forward for its ability to speed ticketing times and reduce 
ticket booth queues, added customer convenience, and its interoperability with 
reservation systems and e-ticketing.  However, care should be taken in its application 
since it has the potential to create mode shift towards auto access.  Being able to 
purchase a ticket for the return leg of the trip hours or even days in advance is similar to 
a reservation, a premium service which should cost more rather than be discounted.  
Also, if round-trip ticketing is combined with priority loading this would be an added 
incentive to drive on unless it is counteracted with an appropriately high fee for the 
premium service, which shouldn’t necessarily be linked to round-trip ticketing but 
comprises a separate strategy (see Fare Surcharges for Premium Access, HOT Lanes, 
and HOT Sailings). 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Tandem Ticketing 
 
Description: Booths could be added to each ticket lane, to allow two vehicles in each 
lane would be processed simultaneously. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  No impact on mode shift. 
b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage people to shift 

time 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  No impact. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Medium.  With tandem ticketing more people 

could potentially pass through the tollbooth line more quickly, but this 
potential benefit would be partially diminished in the case where the front 
car takes longer to ticket, delaying the back car as well. 

c. Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  Moving vehicles more quickly 
through the ticketing process will result in shorter queues waiting for the 
ticketing window.  Again, this benefit relies on both cars being processed 
at the same rate.  If the front car takes longer and holds up the rear car, 
some of the queue length benefit could be negated. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  This strategy would increase 
operating cost per rider with the added staff needed to operate tandem 
ticketing. 

 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium.  Many customers would view the 
shorter ticket line queues as a benefit. 

2. Positive community impact:  Medium.  Moving vehicles off adjacent 
roadways, out of traffic flow, and through the toll booth more quickly 
constitutes a positive community impact. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Medium.  Moving vehicles queuing for the 
ferry out of the adjacent street network’s traffic flow could help relieve nearby 
congestion. 

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  Gaining enough extra space in the 

terminal area for added tollbooths could be problematic in some locations. 
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2. Capital costs:  Medium.  New tollbooths will require moderate capital 
investment. 

3. On-going operating cost: Medium.  New tollbooth attendants would be 
needed to support this strategy. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Low.  This strategy will require 
extra space at terminals to locate the additional booth(s) and new vehicle 
access lane(s), and each terminal has different holding and ticket booth 
space issues. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Terminals with apparent extra space 

to accommodate new toll booths receive higher ratings. 
 

a. Mukilteo:  Low 
b. Clinton:  High 
c. Edmonds:  High 
d. Kingston:  High 
e. Bainbridge:  High 
f. Bremerton:  High 
g. Colman Dock:  High 
h. Southworth:  High 
i. Vashon: N/A- no tolls collected at Vashon 
j. Fauntleroy:  Medium 
k. Pt. Townsend :  High 
l. Keystone:  Low 
m. Anacortes:  High 
n. San Juans:  N/A- no tolls collected on San Juans 
o. Pt Defiance:  Medium 
p. Tahlequah:  N/A- no tolls collected at Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  A medium volume route would make 
good sense for testing this strategy, such as Edmonds-Kingston.  A good 
approach might be to implement tandem ticketing in only one ticket line to 
start, and compare how many passengers the tandem line processes 
compared to the non-tandem line. 
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VI. Strategy Disposition 
The strategy should be advanced due to its potential to reduce ticketing time and ticket 
line queues, but given the capital and operating costs associated with it, should be 
piloted in one or two locations to assess impacts before applying it more broadly. This 
strategy would be most helpful in a scenario where the processing time for autos 
entering the terminals would be more equalized.  Currently the differential from one car 
to the next from one transaction to the next is far too high at nearly every location to 
make this a practical application.  However, if nearly every vehicle has already 
completed the fare transaction prior to reaching the terminal, and the process is one of 
checking in the car or checking against a reservation system, this could prove to be a 
useful way to add processing ability with out adding more lanes approaching the terminal 
entrance area.  Under the current method of terminal operations, this strategy has little 
positive benefit.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Link employee reviews to ticketing processing times. 
 
Description: Evaluate employees based on how efficiently they serve customers and 
load and offload boats 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage mode shift. 
b) Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage people to shift 

time. 
c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to attract 

new demand to available capacity. 
 

2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  This strategy does nothing to 
impact loading and unloading times. 

b) Reduces ticketing time:  Medium.  This strategy encourages employees to 
decrease the average time they spend processing customers at the tollbooth. 

c) Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  Moving vehicles more quickly through 
the ticketing process will result in shorter queues waiting for the ticketing 
window. 

d) Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  Although there might be a slight 
improvement to operating cost per rider due to moving more passengers 
through more quickly, the difference would be negligible. 

 
 

II) Evaluation Against Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impact:  Medium.  Customers would see quicker processing 
times as an added convenience. 

2) Positive community impact:  Medium.  Moving vehicles off adjacent roadways, 
out of traffic flow, and through the toll booth more quickly constitutes a positive 
community impact. 

3) Positive environmental impact: Medium.  Moving vehicles queuing for the ferry 
out of the adjacent street network’s traffic flow could help relieve nearby 
congestion. 

 
 
III) Implementation and Cost  
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1) Ease of implementation:  Medium.  It would rely on new/updated employee 
training in EFS and ticketing procedures.  This would also be considered a 
change in working conditions and would require negotiations to be included in 
employee expectations.  While it would not necessarily require inclusion in 
contract language, there would have to be a memorandum of understanding 
about how this strategy is to be employed and to ensure equal application.  

2) Capital costs:  Low. 
3) On-going operating cost:  Low. 

 
 
IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but it would greatly 
benefit from optimization of the Electronic Fare System, elimination of the need 
for paper records and receipts, and most importantly, employee training in EFS. 

 
2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 

2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A.  Would be a system-wide application.  
 

a) Mukilteo:   
b) Clinton:   
c) Edmonds:   
d) Kingston:  
e) Bainbridge:   
f) Bremerton:  
g) Colman Dock:   
h) Southworth:  
i) Vashon:   
j) Fauntleroy:  
k) Pt. Townsend:   
l) Keystone:   
m) Anacortes:   
n) San Juans:  
o) Pt Defiance:   
p) Tahlequah:   

 
3) What would be a good test route?  N/A 

 
 
VI) Strategy Disposition 
Carry forward due to the strategy’s positive operational, customer, community and 
environmental impacts for a relatively small cost. Although if systems were employed 
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that essentially eliminate auto level ticketing sales at terminals, application would be 
limited. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Extended ferry schedule 
 
Description: Implement more frequent early morning, mid-day, and late-night ferries to 
help “flatten” the existing peak demand curves. 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Low.  In fact, by flattening the peak hour demand 
curve, it could lead more people to choose auto access. 

b) Encourages time shift:  Medium.  More choice in sailings would lead to 
demand shifting more evenly among various sailings. 

c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  This doesn’t do much to 
attract new demand to existing capacity. 

 
2) Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No anticipated impact.  
b) Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No effect. 
c) Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  With added sailings in or flanking the 

peak periods, demand would be siphoned off of the highest demand sailings, 
reducing queue lengths on those “peak of peak” sailings. 

d) Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  More sailings will significantly 
increase operating costs and lead to increased operating costs per rider. 

 
 

II) Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impact: High.  Customers would enjoy the increased level of 
service. 

2) Positive community impact:  Medium.  There may be shorter queues for the 
“peak of the peak” sailings, which removes traffic from the adjacent street 
network during critical times.  However, at the same time added service would 
add ferry traffic at new times of the day. 

3) Positive environmental impact: Low.  Increased level of service and sailings 
ups creates added fuel consumption and emissions. 

 
 

III) Implementation and Cost  
 

1) Ease of implementation:  Low.  Added sailings require potentially more vessels 
and crews and revised service schedules.  

2) Capital costs:  Low, assuming the existing fleet could be used for additional 
sailings. 
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3) On-going operating cost: High. Added service necessitates additional labor 
hours and fuel. 

 
 
IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 

 
1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No, but it could be viewed 

as a variation on, Reorient Basic System Design. 
 

2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 

V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application: Low.  Each route has a different 
demand curve so it would be applied on a route by route basis. 

 
2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Routes with the strongest peak-period 

demand are deemed most appropriate for application of this strategy. 
 

a) Mukilteo:  Medium 
b) Clinton:  Medium 
c) Edmonds:  Medium 
d) Kingston:  Medium 
e) Bainbridge:  High 
f) Bremerton:  High 
g) Colman Dock:  High 
h) Southworth:  Medium 
i) Vashon:  Medium 
j) Fauntleroy:  Medium 
k) Pt. Townsend:  High (peak season) 
l) Keystone:  High (peak season) 
m) Anacortes:  High (peak season) 
n) San Juans:  High (peak season) 
o) Pt Defiance: Low 
p) Tahlequah:  Low 

 
3) What would be a good test route?  Bainbridge-Seattle, since this has some of 

the highest peak-hour demand in the system.  Alternately, it could be tested on 
the Port Townsend and/or San Juans routes during high season. 

 
 

VI) Strategy Disposition 
This strategy should be carried forward due to its ability to shift the time people travel 
and reduce peak period queues at high demand locations.  However, due to the high 
capital and operating costs associated with it, careful attention will need to be paid to 
size of vessel needed for any new service.  The strategy also needs to be considered 
carefully in tandem with, or folded into the strategy Reorient Basic System Design which 
achieves many of the same benefits.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Remote Holding 
 
Description: Store vehicles waiting for the ferry in a designated storage area near the 
terminal rather than in traffic lanes leading to or at the terminal. 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Low. No incentive to shift from auto to another 
mode. May have the opposite effect by clarifying vehicle access process. 

b) Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage people to shift 
time, and eases the possible deterrent of high vehicle congestion on near-to-
terminal streets even during peaks. 

c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to 
encourage people to take off-peak sailings. 

 
2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. Crew will still need to guide the 
same number of vehicles on and off the boats and direct vehicle movement 
from remote holding to the dock. Unloading time may improve if travel time 
out onto nearby streets is significantly reduced due to removal of the on-
street vehicle queues. 

b) Reduces ticketing time:  Low. Unless coupled with new, more efficient 
ticketing technologies, ticketing time will remain the same as the same 
number of drivers (or more) need to pay. 

c) Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  Drivers waiting at a remote holding area 
do reduce the linear length of queues in on-street lanes. Still, overall wait time 
would not be reduced because vehicles are simply displaced from on-street 
traffic queues into the holding area. 

d) Improves operating cost per rider: Low. Additional operating costs will be 
incurred due to the new staffing and monitoring processes needed to direct 
traffic from the remote holding area. 

 
 
II) Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impact: Medium. At first, drivers may have difficulty while 
learning the new queuing process, and may be disoriented if they cannot see 
ferry arrivals and departures while in the holding area. But, the system may 
improve driver experience by reducing time spent in long street queues, and 
remove swaths of vehicles from streets, shoulders, and the dock that otherwise 
interrupt or constrain bicycle and pedestrian movements.  

2) Positive community impact:  Medium.  Removing ferry queues from the streets 
will reduce traffic impacts on the community. 
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3) Positive environmental impact: Low.  No real mode shift benefit. May have 
moderate positive air quality impact if drivers spend less time idling or making the 
stop-and-go movements characteristic of queuing. 

 
 
III) Implementation and Cost  

 
1) Ease of implementation:  Low. Land must be acquired for remote holding 

areas, and staff and passengers re-trained to use the new queuing system. 
2) Capital costs:  High, especially if land must be purchased. Creating remote 

holding areas would involve construction, possibly including new pavement and 
signage, curb cuts or roadway realignments, and/or toll booth relocation.  

3) On-going operating cost: High, with increased staffing to sort vehicles (e.g., 
staging HOV, large trucks, and motorcycles separately) and guide traffic from 
holding area to the dock. In locations where Washington State Patrol officers are 
hired to monitor off-dock traffic, savings may be achieved if long queues are 
eliminated and fewer officers needed. 

 
 

IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No, though moving 
ticketing booths to the remote holding area, revamped ticketing procedures to 
make ticketing time faster, or real-time wait-time information may make this 
strategy more attractive as part of a comprehensive remote holding system. 

 
2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness? No. 
 
 
V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application: Low.  It is unlikely that any single route 
would see operational benefits from this strategy, and the capital and ongoing 
operational cost would be prohibitive to system-wide applications. 

 
2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  All are low. 
 

a) Mukilteo: 
b) Clinton: 
c) Edmonds: 
d) Kingston: 
e) Bainbridge: 
f) Bremerton: 
g) Colman Dock: 
h) Southworth: 
i) Vashon: 
j) Fauntleroy: 
k) Pt. Townsend:  
l) Keystone: 
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m) Anacortes: 
n) San Juans: 
o) Pt Defiance: 
p) Tahlequah: 

 
3) What would be a good test route? No single route lends itself to this strategy in 

particular.  Port Townsend may offer an opportunity for a demonstration, as WSF 
is already planning to create a new remote holding area for 80 cars to serve this 
terminal.  

 
 
VI) Strategy Disposition 
Screen out. The operational benefit is negligible, and both capital and operational costs 
are high. Screen out in favor of real-time information, parking consolidation, re-oriented 
basic system design, and revamped ticketing operations that could also reduce queue 
lengths (the only significant benefit of remote holding).   
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Remote Ticketing 
 
Description: Tickets could be sold and received in a remote holding location.  Vehicles 
entering on-dock holding or loading would already be ticketed. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage mode shift. 
b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage time shift. 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to 

encourage people to take off-peak sailings. 
 

2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. Drivers already pay and are 
ticketed before entering on-dock holding, so ticketing time and location 
have no effect on actual loading time. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Again, the same amount of time is 
required for ticketing before on-dock holding or before remote holding. 

c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  However, this is mainly a result of 
the necessary remote holding area that removes queues from streets. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low. Employees will still need to 
oversee ticketing; the toll booths will just be moved off-terminal. Due to 
the remote holding, new operating costs will be incurred to sort and direct 
vehicles from the remote area to the terminal. 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Low. Drivers will have the same experience paying 
in a remote ticketing area as paying at an on-dock tollbooth. 

2. Positive community impact:  Medium, due to removing ferry vehicle queues 
from the street into the remote holding area and reducing impacts on traffic 
congestion. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Low.  No mode shift benefit, no change in the 
amount of vehicle idling time during ticketing. 

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Low. While simply moving tollbooths and continuing 

current ticketing procedures is relatively easy, this strategy depends on the 
complicated acquisition and construction of remote holding areas. 
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2. Capital costs:  Low. However, capital costs related to remote holding are high. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low. Same level of staffing needed for ticketing. 

However, operating costs for the entire remote holding process are high. 
 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? This strategy by definition 
depends on the acquisition, construction, and operation of a remote holding area. 
Making other changes to ticketing technology and procedures would have an 
actual benefit to customer service and operating cost that remote ticketing alone 
does not offer.  

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application: Low.  It is unlikely that any single route 
would see operational benefits from this strategy, and the capital and ongoing 
operational costs of remote holding would be prohibitive to system-wide 
applications. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: All are low. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton: 
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy: 
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone 
m. Anacortes 
n. San Juans 
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route? No single route lends itself to this 
strategy in particular.  Port Townsend may offer an opportunity for a 
demonstration, as WSF is already planning to create a new remote holding 
area for 80 cars to serve this terminal, and remote ticketing procedures could 
be added to the pilot. 
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VI. Strategy Disposition 
Screen out. The operational benefit is negligible, as ticketing at a remote holding area is 
essentially the same operationally as ticketing at an on-dock holding area. Capital and 
operational costs are high for creating the remote holding area itself. Screen out in favor 
of revamped ticketing operations that would allow more efficient fare verification, such as 
transponders; policies that will streamline payment procedures, such as accepting 
limited forms of payment or automating EFS record keeping; or technology that allows 
ticket purchase before leaving home or work, such as pre-paid reservations or e-
ticketing.  



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 43 

Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Re-orient Basic System Design 
 
Description: Purchase larger amount of smaller vessels with lower vehicle capacity on 
each vessel.  Offer increased number of sailings to meet the vehicle demand. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift: Low. Greater sailing frequencies may 
encourage drive-on ridership as drivers would not have to wait as long 
between boats in order to get the next boat. However, greater frequency 
would offer more support compared to today for the use of transit, bike, or 
walking to access the ferry dock, as these riders need not be as 
concerned with arriving at a specific time in order to avoid the risk of 
missing a ferry and waiting an hour or more for the next sailing. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Medium. Many more options for departure time 
allow for more flexible schedules. Less time will be spent waiting if one 
sailing is missed. In addition, where it may not be possible for many 
people to change their work start and stop times by an hour or more in 
order to catch an earlier or later ferry, smaller schedule shifts may be 
possible. (i.e., instead of arriving at work at 9AM, a passenger may be 
able to start at 9:30AM, whereas the necessity of delaying arrival to 10AM 
due to long headways may preclude choosing a later sailing.)  

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium. This strategy 
may support mode shift which leads to more walk-ons, but drivers will 
also benefit from increased frequencies. Allowing for more frequent 
sailings all day lends more convenience to mid-day sailings, which can 
support choosing mid-day, off-peak travel times. 

 
2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  High. Lower-capacity boats mean 
fewer vehicles moving on and off during each stop, reducing dwell time. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Though a significant shift away from 
vehicular modes could reduce ticketing time, this strategy would not have 
a large effect without other changes to ticketing procedures. 

c. Reduces queue lengths: High. Moving vehicles in and out of the holding 
area with greater frequency reduces the queue for any individual run. For 
example, if frequency is increased from hourly to every half-hour, queue 
lengths may be reduced by up to half as fewer vehicles need storing 
through the wait time between vessels. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low. Though smaller vessels 
require smaller crews, a greater number of vessels would require more 
individual crews. Reduced vehicle queues may reduce the number of staff 
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needed to sort and direct traffic flow. Greater sailing frequency may 
balance out the fuel cost savings of using smaller vessels, depending on 
multiple variables (i.e., actual vessel fuel efficiency, distance traveled, and 
number of trips per day). 

 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: High. Greater frequency gives ferry customers more 
options in terms of travel times and mode of access to the terminal, significantly 
reduces wait times between vessels, and specifically improves customer service 
and user experience for passengers arriving via non-motorized modes and 
transit. 

2. Positive community impact:  High. Reduces ferry vehicle queues congesting 
neighboring streets and lowers the traffic pulse during unloading.  

3. Positive environmental impact: Low. The environmental impacts will be low if 
greater sailing frequencies counteract the fuel savings of using smaller vessels. 
However, environmental benefits may be achieved by making targeted decisions 
about vessel fuel efficiency, and reducing the amount of time drivers spend idling 
and making start-and-stop movements in long queues.   

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Medium. While vessel acquisition will take time and 

significant investment, WSF staff re-training should be minimal as the same basic 
loading and unloading procedures can be scaled for smaller vessels. 

2. Capital costs:  High. Vessel acquisition costs, possible terminal retrofitting. 
3. On-going operating cost: Medium. Will depend on whether additional staff are 

needed for smaller but more crews, how fuel efficient the smaller boats are, and 
whether the number of employees assigned to sort and direct large pulses of 
loading and unloading vehicles can be reduced. In locations where Washington 
State Patrol officers are hired to monitor off-dock traffic, savings may be 
achieved if long queues are eliminated and fewer officers needed. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No, but streamlined 
ticketing procedures and would significantly improve customer experience and 
confidence with more frequent sailings. The quality and convenience of bike, 
pedestrian, and transit connections will directly affect the amount of mode shift 
that is possible related to this strategy. 

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  In the event that ticketing procedures and fare verification times 
became so slow that ticketing cannot keep up with loading, the benefits achieved 
through more frequent sailings would decline if vehicles are stuck at tollbooths 
and boats leave less than full. 
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V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application: High. This strategy is being 
advanced as a system-wide application and will be most beneficial on routes 
and runs with highest demand, large vehicle surges, and long vehicle queues 
under current conditions.  

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: High for all. Terminals with higher peak 

season demand and surges will experience the most benefit during that 
season. 

 
a. Mukilteo: High (especially during peak season) 
b. Clinton: High (especially during peak season) 
c. Edmonds: High 
d. Kingston: High (especially during peak season) 
e. Bainbridge: High 
f. Bremerton: High 
g. Colman Dock: High 
h. Southworth: High 
i. Vashon: High 
j. Fauntleroy: High 
k. Pt. Townsend : High 
l. Keystone: High (especially during peak season) 
m. Anacortes: High (especially during peak season) 
n. San Juans: High (especially during peak season) 
o. Pt Defiance: High 
p. Tahlequah: High 

 
3. What would be a good test route? All routes offer an opportunity for pilot 

projects, but the Bainbridge to Seattle route may be the most immediately 
successful and highly beneficial test. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Advance for study as a system-wide application due to the high operational benefits for 
customers, WSF, and neighbor communities, and the efficiencies of acquiring, staffing, 
and maintaining smaller vessels system-wide.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Reorganize the Flow and Lane Usage  
  
Description: Load and store vehicles in the staging area in such a way as to maximize 
use of space and minimize vehicle movement. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low. May improve conditions for cyclists also 
navigating the staging area, but otherwise no effect on mode shift. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage time shift.  
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low. Does nothing to 

encourage off-peak sailings or walk-on passengers. In fact, by improving 
flow conditions that are worst at peak times, this strategy may reduce the 
existing ‘time penalty’ for traveling at peak times, and therefore potentially 
discourage off-peak travel. 

 
2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Medium. Can reduce loading time at 
terminals where loading procedures differ for drivers, HOV, motorcycles, 
and cyclists (for example, Fauntleroy’s extremely confusing loading 
process); where vehicles must essentially stage twice by shifting into new 
lanes (as at Bainbridge); or where maximizing the use of space may allow 
for adding dedicated, safe, and clear pedestrian or bicycle access routes. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low. No change to ticketing procedures. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium. Maximizing the use of space in the 

staging area can increase the vehicle holding capacity and move more 
cars out of on-street queues. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low. No real impact, except in 
reduced labor costs if these changes allow for the redeployment of 
personnel managing the vehicle circulation/staging areas. 

 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium. Reorganizing staging areas to clarify 
loading procedures will improve the usability of the ferry system for all vehicle 
passengers, including new riders who have never boarded the ferry before. 

2. Positive community impact:  Low. May reduce on-street vehicle queues that 
impact neighborhood traffic, but maximizing the use of space in the staging area 
is unlikely to open up a significant amount of additional capacity for cars.  

3. Positive environmental impact: Low. No effect on mode shift. May slightly 
reduce the amount of vehicle idling time and fuel usage to make on-dock 
movements.   



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 47 

 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  High. WSF and dock employees must be willing to 

change long-held procedures, and drivers must learn slightly adjusted loading 
patterns, but overall this is an easily implemented strategy with no costly physical 
or capital changes necessary. 

2. Capital costs:  Low. At most, may require a change in painted lane markings or 
signage. 

3. On-going operating cost: Low. No additional staff needed, and may allow for 
redeployment of staff in some instances; simply retrain current employees on the 
adjusted holding pattern. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? In many cases, employee 
parking on the dock constrains holding patterns and leads to complicated flow 
and lane usage patterns. Employee parking may need to be removed, reduced, 
or shifted in order to accomplish flow and lane usage reorganization.  

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application: Low. This strategy may only apply at 
terminals with confusing or constrained circulation patterns or staging areas, 
especially those where the current configuration requires additional personnel to 
manage and therefore results in increased labor costs. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  
 

a. Mukilteo: High 
b. Clinton: Low 
c. Edmonds: Medium 
d. Kingston: Medium 
e. Bainbridge: High 
f. Bremerton: Low 
g. Colman Dock: Medium 
h. Southworth: Medium (especially as relates to transit access and 

vehicles that must load backwards) 
i. Vashon: Low 
j. Fauntleroy: High (though here, the problem is more due to space 

constraints rather than how the available space is used) 
k. 11. Pt. Townsend : Medium 
l. Keystone: Medium 
m. Anacortes: Low 
n. San Juans: Low 
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o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah: Low 

 
3. What would be a good test route? The Bainbridge Island terminal employs 

a uniquely complex staging process. HOV vehicles must drive around the 
perimeter to access priority lanes (4 through 6). Once a boat is full, vehicles 
remaining in the last staging lanes are directed to make on-dock movements 
and refill the first lanes before any new cars are let in. During this movement, 
all ticket sales must stop. Careful change in lane assignment and alternating 
loading order can address these problems. This makes Bainbridge a good 
candidate for a test. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Suspend for future consideration if needed, on a terminal-by-terminal basis. Overall, the 
operational benefit of this strategy is small, as only very small improvements in capacity 
and loading time may be achieved, and any benefits may not be significant enough to be 
noticeable by customers.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Reservation Systems 
 
Description: Passengers buy a vehicle fare for a specific sailing and for a specific 
vehicle. Reservations are made at automated walk-up kiosks, over the phone, or online. 
Kiosks at ferry terminals, the airport, and various other locations (including possibly on 
board) would immediately issue a ticket for the selected sailing. This assumes there is a 
computerized system capacity available to track tickets sold by all kiosks. Phone sales 
could be automated with voice recognition technology or handled by WSF staff acting as 
ticket agents.  For phone and online sales, an electronic record of license plate numbers 
with reservations is kept and verified before access to the terminal is granted. An 
alternative to using staff to verify license plates is installing camera technology that 
matches license plate numbers to the electronic record.  The technology sends a bill to 
each driver whose license plate does not match the reservations record for that sailing.  
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage mode shift.  
b. Encourages time shift:  High. Shows passengers an obvious limit on the 

capacity of each sailing and makes clear the extent of peak demand. With 
a reservation, motorists know exactly which sailing they will ride and need 
not arrive at the terminal hours early to ensure a desired departure time. 
Passengers will also be better able to plan for off-peak sailings when they 
can be certain of getting a spot on a specific boat and confident about the 
time they will arrive at their destination terminal. Coupling this strategy 
with demand-responsive pricing would emphasize the financial cost of 
peak period travel to passengers and encourage even greater shifts to 
lower-priced off-peak sailings. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  High. By making clear the 
delay and capacity limitations involved in traveling during peak periods, 
reservations systems encourage motorists and freight drivers who do not 
need to travel during the high peak to travel when there is more available 
capacity. As with 1.b. above, this effect will be strengthened if 
reservations are coupled with demand-responsive pricing. 

 
2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. Does not reduce the time 
needed to load any individual vehicle. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  High. Ticketing may be done before motorists 
ever arrive at the dock, or may be done automatically using cameras at 
the terminal. The more automated the fare verification system, the greater 
the ticketing time savings. Removing toll gates entirely and relying on 
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automatic license plate and transponder billing would most reduce 
ticketing time. 

c. Reduces queue lengths: High. Vehicles without a reservation would be 
less likely to arrive during peaks and cause disruptive and inefficient 
queuing backups on neighboring streets. In order to discourage drivers 
from arriving early to take their chances with stand-by, an extra fee 
should be applied to non-reservation tickets. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Medium. Removes the need for on-
site tollbooth employees, especially if cameras are used to verify fare 
payment using license plates. Personnel who would otherwise staff 
tollbooths or direct off-site traffic or queues can be redeployed. Ridership 
should increase, as people who are today discouraged by the long 
queues and unpredictable wait times become new paying passengers. 
Increased services will be necessary to administer the reservation system 
(i.e., machines, software, quality control), but much of the work can be 
automated, and overall, labor costs will decline. Careful planning is 
necessary to balance the number of reserved spaces and standby spaces 
reserved per sailing, and set appropriate fees for reservation, standby, 
and non-reservation passengers to ensure that boats do not leave less-
than-full and negatively impact revenue and efficiency. 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: High. Improves reliability and convenience, reduces 
long delays and time spent waiting, and especially builds better customer service 
for regular ferry riders. May decrease customer service for infrequent riders who 
may not be able to get a reservation during high-demand commute peaks or who 
may arrive unaware of the reservation system and be turned away from fully 
reserved sailings. Overall, should significantly increase ridership by eliminating 
long wait times, making departure and arrival times predictable, and improving 
the quality of peak-time travel. 

2. Positive community impact:  High. Reduces queuing and the ferries’ impact on 
traffic congestion. Opens up routes to businesses and homes. May result in 
traffic pulses just before departure times, but reduces overall traffic surges and 
congestion peaks during high-demand periods. Could provide additional 
economic development for host communities, as customers will know the exact 
departure time of the boat they will be on and will be a “captive market” for local 
businesses (rather than sitting in their vehicles on the dock as under the current 
system). 

3. Positive environmental impact: Medium. Can reduce emissions by reducing 
the amount of time drivers spend idling or sitting in stop-and-go queue traffic. 

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation: Medium. Requires analysis to select an appropriate 

system and time to purchase and install new equipment/software, hire and train 
staff, and educate customers. Some passengers may oppose implementation of 
a reservation system if they feel it imposes a constraint on their ability to ride a 
ferry spontaneously, if regular riders feel they should receive greater priority over 
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infrequent riders, or if infrequent riders perceive competition with regular riders to 
obtain reservations. 

2. Capital costs:  Medium costs to select, purchase, and install the most user-
friendly and cost-effective reservation ticketing and enforcement technology and 
to train staff. Capital costs would be lower for phone reservations than for on-line 
or kiosk systems. Importantly, reducing queues would avoid major capital costs 
by eliminating the need to expand holding area capacity. Expanding holding 
areas would involve extremely costly construction and increased environmental 
concerns especially for over-water holding. Constructing new on-land holding 
areas would require and high land costs and result in loss of opportunities for 
revenue-supportive ferry-oriented development. 

3. On-going operating cost: Low. Costs for staff to monitor and administer the 
new systems can be offset by the reduction in labor costs as a result of 
simplifying and automating most of the ticketing process. Staff currently 
dedicated to taking tickets or managing off-site traffic and queues could be 
redeployed. For this and other technology strategies, ongoing operating costs 
could additionally be reduced through contract agreements in which the vendor is 
required to install and maintain the technology, perhaps as part of a revenue 
sharing agreement. In this way, up-front costs can be spread out over time, and 
these annualized costs may be lower than the labor costs (salary + benefits) for 
otherwise necessary fare collection and technology maintenance personnel.  

 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? Demand-responsive pricing 
is essential to make the reservation system fully effective at balancing variable 
demand with the vessels’ fixed capacity. The strategy will be most cost- and 
time-efficient if supported with technology that automates the ticketing process 
(e.g., cameras that automatically check license plates for fare verification or 
billing). Transponders could also be used for reservation verification or attached 
to automatic debit accounts for frequent riders. Sufficient space must be 
available in holding areas to maintain separate queues for reservation 
passengers and those without reservations. May require off-dock holding areas, 
especially if passengers with reservations arrive before the previous sailing 
boards. However, with enough queue reduction, the capacity of the existing 
terminal holding area will suffice. Electronic message signs informing passengers 
of current fees and alerting both drivers and WSF personnel when an arriving 
vehicle needs to redirect to a non-reservation stand-by queue will allow better 
holding-area management and passenger understanding of the fare system.  

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness? The price charged for reservations and/or for traveling during 
congested periods must be carefully set at an “optimum” level, so as to make 
reservations attractive enough that many drivers use the service, but not too low 
that demand exceeds reservation supply or too high that passengers simply 
revert to non-reservation stand-by. Non-reservation tickets must also bear the 
congestion price and an additional premium fee, in order to strongly encourage 
riders to make a reservation. Still, stand-by ridership and transferring 
reservations must always be possible, so boats can be filled for highest efficiency 
even when there are reservation no-shows. If a video-automated license plate 
tolling system is not employed, kiosks for passengers who arrive without a 
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reservation may be located on board the boats for optimum time-efficiency. A 
small number of stand-by spaces should be reserved on even the highest 
demand sailings so that emergency vehicles and other priority riders can be 
accommodated. Overall, the reservation system and fare structure must be made 
as clear and easy to use as possible. 

 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application: High. Phone and e-ticketing options 
should be considered for system-wide application, with an analysis of whether 
reservations should be allowed for all passengers, or limited to commuters only 
or recreational riders only. Kiosk systems should be advanced for study on a 
route-by-route basis, particularly at terminals with high recreational traffic (i.e., 
likely serve many infrequent passengers).  

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo:  
b. Clinton:  
c. Edmonds:  
d. Kingston:  
e. Bainbridge:  
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock:  
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon:  
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend : include evaluation of a kiosk system 
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes: include evaluation of a kiosk system 
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance:  
p. Tahlequah:  

 
 

3. What would be a good test route? All. This would be a system-wide 
application. Port Townsend and Anacortes with high recreational and seasonal 
peak demand may offer the best opportunities for piloting a kiosk system test. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry reservations forward for evaluation on all routes and at all terminals for the 
operational, community, and environmental benefits, and the opportunity to vastly 
improve customer service and reliability. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Shared Parking 
 
Description: Pursue shared-use and access contracts to use underutilized parking 
facilities at adjacent land uses (churches, schools, shopping malls) for customer and/or 
employee parking. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  High. With added parking capacity, more 
passengers can choose to park and leave their vehicles at their terminal 
of origin and walk on to the ferry. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage time shift, 
unless off-site parking availability is limited to off-peak times. If additional 
off-site parking is made available during peak times, then this strategy 
could encourage additional “drive to/walk-on” passengers during peak 
times. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium. Does nothing to 
encourage off-peak sailings unless off-site parking availability is limited to 
off-peak times, but supports more “drive to/walk-on” passengers. 

 
2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. Only effect on loading and 
unloading time would occur if drivers shift to walking on instead of driving 
on in large enough numbers that peak period boats leave less-than-full in 
terms of vehicle capacity. Otherwise, the same number of vehicles will 
load per boat, though fewer will be left waiting for the next boat. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low (see 2.a.) 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium. If drivers park and walk on, fewer 

vehicles will be queuing on-street in between sailings as additional space 
will open in the holding and staging areas. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low, unless a substantial number of 
riders shift to parking and walking on such that more individual 
passengers are carried per sailing even as the vehicle capacity of the 
boat remains the same. If current parking is provided for free, and off-site 
parking is priced, could reduce the parking subsidy for “drive to/walk-on” 
customers. 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium. Additional parking capacity offers more 
choice to passengers with respect to their final mode of access. Sharing lots with 
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a business offering services or retail gives an additional amenity to those who 
park.  

2. Positive community impact:  Medium. May reduce queue lengths that affect 
neighborhood traffic, and may increase on-foot customers to local businesses at 
the parking lot or along a pedestrian route to the ferry terminal.  Creates a 
financial premium for the preservation of parking lots in the vicinity of ferry 
terminals, which may not be a locally-desired land use. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Medium, if the drivers who use the new parking 
spots would otherwise have driven aboard and made longer vehicle trips on the 
destination side. Environmental impacts will be low if passengers who currently 
access their “home” ferry terminal via transit, bicycle, or on foot due to its 
constrained parking capacity are incentivized by the off-site parking to switch to 
driving and parking instead.   

 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Low. Shared use opportunities must be identified, and 

pricing, availability, maintenance responsibility, and liability agreements must be 
negotiated with owners. 

2. Capital costs:  Low. WSF would not construct new parking, but pursue 
agreements to provide customer and employee access to parking built and 
funded by others. 

3. On-going operating cost: Low, unless substantial monitoring or maintenance is 
required by the lot owner. 

 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? May require a shuttle 
and/or investments in pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to link ferry 
passengers from the off-site parking lot to the terminal, if safe, convenient 
connections do not already exist. 

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  A lack of safe transit, pedestrian, and cycling infrastructure 
and wayfinding between the terminal and the parking lot would limit the 
usefulness of this strategy. 

 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application: High. Shared parking opportunities 
should be investigated for all terminals.  

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo:  
b. Clinton:  
c. Edmonds:  
d. Kingston:  
e. Bainbridge:  
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f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock:  
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon:  
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. 11. Pt. Townsend : 
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes:  
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance:  
p. Tahlequah:  

 
3. What would be a good test route? Opportunities for shared parking should 

be investigated for all terminals. 
 

 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward for its customer convenience, potential mode shift benefits, 
and small capital costs.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Stagger Departures and Arrivals 
 
Description: Schedule vessel arrival and departure in such a way that there is only one 
arrival and departure at any given time. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage mode shift, 
unless staggering effectively results in more frequent departures for the 
same destination, so passengers need not worry about missing a sailing 
and having to wait for an hour or more for the next boat. Such frequency 
could make ferries more convenient for non-motorized and transit access. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage time shift, 
unless frequency increases enough that passengers may make small 
shifts to their schedules and not have to wait an hour or more for the next 
ferry to their desired destination (see 1.a.).   

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low. Does nothing to 
encourage off-peak sailings, unless frequency increases (see 1.a.). By 
reducing time penalty to customers traveling at peak times, increasing the 
frequency could incentivize some additional peak period travel. 

 
2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Medium. Streamlines and clarifies 
loading and unloading procedures, as vehicles need only be staged and 
moved for one dock at a time. At terminals where vehicles cross paths to 
and from different docks and the staging areas, altering schedules to 
completely separate ferry arrivals and departures would remove this 
crossing conflict that forces one group of cars to wait for the other and 
increase overall loading and unloading time. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low. No decrease in the overall number of 
vehicles needing ticketing, and no change to the speed with which 
vehicles can be processed. 

c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium. Staggering arrival and departures for 
different sailings would allow drivers bound for different boats to arrive at 
staggered times, reducing the overall queue to enter the staging area. 
This would be especially effective where vehicles bound for or coming 
from different docks would otherwise cross paths and require that one 
group of vehicles pause while waiting for the other group to clear. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low. May slightly reduce the 
number of staff needed to direct and sort traffic queues. 
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II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium. Reducing queues, waiting times, and 
crossing conflicts between vehicles bound for different docks or boats simplifies 
the loading process and improves customer experience.  

2. Positive community impact:  Medium. May reduce queue lengths and traffic 
surges that affect neighborhood traffic and livability. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Low. No impact on mode shift.  By reducing 
time penalty for drive-on customers, may reduce the existing incentive to walk, 
bike, or take transit to terminals as well as to “drive to/walk-on.” 

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Medium. Schedules must be carefully analyzed and 

coordinated, and staff and passengers retrained to manage the new scheduling 
and queuing system. 

2. Capital costs:  Low. No need for new construction or capital acquisition. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low. May even slightly reduce the need for staff to 

direct and sort traffic queues. 
 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1.  Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No, but staggered 
arrivals/departures increases the importance of schedule adherence as boats must 
be strictly on time to avoid cascading delays into subsequent arrival/departures. A 
reservation system and real-time departure and arrival information would help 
support the strategy. 
 
2.  Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness? 
Re-orienting the basic system design to accommodate more frequent departures 
with fewer vehicles per boat would reduce the window of time between 
arrivals/departures and could hamper the ability to significantly stagger arrival and 
departure schedules. 
 

 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1.  Potential for System-wide Application: Low. Few terminals have different boats 
arriving and departing simultaneously. 
 
2.  Terminal by Terminal Applicability: Only terminals with more than one slip 
receive any rating higher than “low.” 

 
a. Mukilteo: Low 
b. Clinton: Medium 
c. Edmonds: Low 
d. Kingston: Medium 



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 58 

e. Bainbridge: Medium 
f. Bremerton: Low 
g. Colman Dock: Medium 
h. Southworth: Low 
i. Vashon: Medium 
j. Fauntleroy: Low 
k. Pt. Townsend : Low 
l. Keystone: Low 
m. Anacortes: Medium 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah: Low 

 
3. What would be a good test route? At Colman Dock, the single access point to 

enter the terminal results in boats sometimes departing half-full because drivers 
who want to be on that boat are stuck behind vehicles headed for a different slip. 
This would be a good terminal for a pilot program. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Screen out in favor of strategies that have a much greater potential for improving queue 
lengths, convenience, and loading/unloading time. This strategy would have negligible 
beneficial impact on overall operations.  



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 59 

Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Subsidize Taxi, Carsharing, and/or Rental Car Service  
 
Description: Provide operational fee support to customer access to “non-owned” 
vehicles via cab companies, car sharing organizations, and/or rental car agencies to 
offer new and/or increased services at ferry terminals. For carsharing, all monthly pass 
holders could be enrolled in the program for free and/or pay reduced usage charges.  
Allows passengers to travel to/from their arrival terminal by vehicle when needed, 
without needing their personal automobile, thereby reducing the number of vehicles 
driven on board and transported by ferries. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium. Supports passengers’ ability to travel 
without driving on to the boats in a private vehicle, even when they need 
the flexibility of a car to travel to or from either the origin terminal or the 
destination terminal. Most effective for those riding for recreation, tourism, 
or services, or for daily commuters who may need a car only infrequently.  

b. Encourages time shift:  Medium. May enable walk-on, bike-on, or 
transit-riding passengers to postpone trips to off-peak hours with the 
knowledge that a fast, direct vehicle connection is available at the other 
terminal. Additionally, may allow those who currently drive on and off to 
park their vehicle at either terminal and use these automobile options to 
reach final destinations. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium. May support off-
peak travel and walk-on ferry access. 

 
2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. Only affects loading/unloading 
time to the extent that a sailing might leave less-than-full of vehicles if 
enough people leave their cars behind. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low. Same as 2.a. Ticketing will take the same 
amount of time for the same amount of vehicles, but if a significant 
number of people walk-on as a result of the taxi and rental car options, 
ticketing time for individual runs may decrease slightly. 

c. Reduces queue lengths: Low. Same as 2.a. and 2.b. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low. Improves operating cost per 

rider only to the extent that boats carry more total people even as vehicle 
capacity remains constant, if more riders than usual park and walk on.  
Operating cost savings could be offset by operating subsidies to support 
the non-owned vehicle system. 
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II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium. Provides another land-side amenity for 
riders. 

2. Positive community impact:  Low. May slightly reduce queuing. The additional 
taxi and car rental offerings will also be available and benefit neighboring 
residents, and may enable ferry passengers to more easily access local 
businesses.  

3. Positive environmental impact: Low. No net effect on emissions if private 
vehicles are still used to reach one terminal and a taxi or rental car used at the 
other. May have greater benefit if current drivers switch to transit or non-
motorized modes at one end of the route as a result.   

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Medium. WSF provides funding, but private 

companies operate the service. More difficult to implement at terminals where 
rental, carsharing, or taxi companies do not see a strong market demand. 

2. Capital costs:  Low. May need to create a dedicated space for rental/taxi pickup. 
3. On-going operating cost: Medium, depending on whether the private 

companies profit from the service without operational support. 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? Yes. Transit, bike/ped, 
and/or rental/taxi/carsharing connections must be strong at both the “origin” and 
“destination” terminals in order for this strategy to have beneficial impacts.  
Strategies to continue or expand existing fare surcharge for vehicles would 
encourage more passengers not to bring private vehicles on board ferries at their 
“origin” station, and, when a vehicle is needed at their “destination” terminal, to 
use a “non-owned” vehicle instead. 

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness? No. 
 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application: Medium. May only apply at terminals 
with excellent tourist, recreational, or service opportunities that attract infrequent 
visitors.  

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: Terminals rated “high” are located in high-

demand tourist and recreational destinations. Colman Dock ranks “medium” 
because many other transportation options are already available from the Seattle 
terminal. 

 
a. Mukilteo: Low 
b. Clinton: Low 
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c. Edmonds: Low 
d. Kingston: Low 
e. Bainbridge: Low 
f. Bremerton: Low 
g. Colman Dock: Medium 
h. Southworth: Low 
i. Vashon: Low 
j. Fauntleroy: Low 
k. Pt. Townsend : High 
l. Keystone: Low 
m. Anacortes: High 
n. San Juans: High 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah: Low 

 
3. What would be a good test route? Port Townsend, with high seasonal peak 

demand. 
 

 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Advance for consideration on a route-by-route basis. No strong system-wide benefits. 



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 62 

Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Traffic Management 
 
Description: Restrict the formation of queues on local streets with signal coordination, 
traffic regulation ordinances, signage, channelization, and enforcement. 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage mode shift. 
b. Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage time shift. 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low. 

 
2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. Only improves unloading time 
to the extent that signal coordination and other traffic management 
strategies also speed vehicle flow out of and away from the terminal. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low. Vehicles must still stop to pay or show 
fare verification. 

c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium. Clarifying and enforcing allowable 
and preferable vehicle flow toward and into the terminal can reduce the 
backup on neighboring streets, especially any such queuing that is 
exacerbated by driver confusion. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low. May require more ongoing 
operational costs dedicated to enforcement if WSF cannot simply 
redeploy current staff. 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium. Streamlines, simplifies, and eases driver 
access. 

2. Positive community impact:  Medium. May reduce queuing; signal coordination 
will benefit all road users.  

3. Positive environmental impact: Low. May slightly reduce vehicle emissions if 
drivers spend less time circulating, idling, or starting-and-stopping in queues and 
at confusing interchanges and unsynchronized signals.  

 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Medium. Will require funding, study, and buy-in from 

multiple agencies, jurisdictions, and community stakeholders. 
2. Capital costs:  High. Will vary based on actual costs of re-construction, road 

engineering design, and costs for new signals or signage. 
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3. On-going operating cost: Low, depending on how many net new WSF staff 
would be needed for enforcement. Alternately, WSF could subsidize assignment 
of traffic enforcement personnel from host communities. The current policy of 
having state troopers provide traffic management at some terminals is not a cost-
effective arrangement for expansion of traffic management strategies. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 
1.  Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No. 
 
2.  Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s effectiveness? 
No, but any changes related to remote or nearby holding, ticketing procedures, and 
transit and non-motorized access would need to be coordinated with these traffic 
management decisions. 
 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1.  Potential for System-wide Application: High. All terminals can benefit from an 
evaluation of and commitment to improving traffic management on impacted roads 
and intersections.  
 
2.  Terminal by Terminal Applicability: N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton:  
c. Edmonds:  
d. Kingston:  
e. Bainbridge:  
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock:  
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon:  
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend:  
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes:  
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance:  
p. Tahlequah:  

 
      3.  What would be a good test route? All. This would be a system-wide application. 
 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward for evaluation on all routes and at all terminals. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Transponder-Only Lanes 
 
Description: Drive-on passengers with electronic transponders linked to pre-paid 
accounts or credit cards could access premium transponder-only queuing lanes. Open 
road tolling technology would recognize transponders and activate a traffic arm (or 
similar automated access management mechanism) to allow the drive-on passenger into 
the holding area. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage mode shift.  
b. Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage time shift. May 

create even more encouragement for transponder users to arrive during 
peaks since they can access the faster transponder-only lanes. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low. 
 

2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. No change in the number of 
vehicles needing to load and unload during dwell times. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Medium. Drivers with transponders bypass the 
entire queue and move quickly through the tollbooth with only a brief stop. 
Drivers without a transponder would still need to use staffed tollbooths. 

c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium. Transponder users passing through 
an automated transponder lane would move through the tollbooth area 
more quickly than when using a human-staffed tollbooth. This time 
savings could lead to shorter queues in the transponder-only lanes. This 
system should be managed dynamically, so that if enough drivers shift to 
transponder use and backups begin to occur in the automated lanes, 
WSF would convert more lanes to transponder-only access and reduce 
this queue formation. Also, if the on-dock holding area beyond the tolling 
point fills up, then a queue will still form before the transponder access 
point outside of the holding area. In this case, WSF will need to stage off-
site holding areas to get the cars off the streets. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Medium. Automation can reduce the 
number of staff needed to manage tollbooths and ticketing services. 

 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium. Streamlines and eases driver access. 
2. Positive community impact: Medium. Shorter queue lengths will contribute less 

disruptive traffic congestion to neighborhood streets.   
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3. Positive environmental impact: Low. Has no impact on mode split and may 
even encourage more driving as ticketing is simplified.  

 
 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium. Will require a feasibility study, technology 
selection and installation, and passenger marketing and education. 

2. Capital costs:  Medium, to evaluate, select, and install technology. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low. Reduces need for tollbooth staff. 
 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? Yes. If the on-dock holding 
area beyond the tolling point fills up with drivers who have passed through the 
transponder lanes and are waiting to board, a queue will still form outside of the 
holding area before the transponder access point. In this case, WSF will need to 
stage off-site holding areas to get these cars off the streets. Additionally, all 
accounting should be made paperless, unlike the current Electronic Fare System 
(EFS) system where card holders must still stop, have their card scanned, and 
wait for a printed receipt. 

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness? If the time savings of a transponder isn’t significant enough, 
WSF may need to offer a discount for transponder use as compared to cash fare, 
or offer some discount initially to entice drive-ons to make the switch to 
transponders. 

 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1.  Potential for System-wide Application: High. All terminals can benefit from 
any simplification of the fare collection and verification process.  

 
2.  Terminal by Terminal Applicability: N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton:  
c. Edmonds:  
d. Kingston:  
e. Bainbridge:  
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock:  
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon:  
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. 11. Pt. Townsend :  
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes:  
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n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance:  
p. Tahlequah:  

 
3.  What would be a good test route? All. This would be a system-wide 
application. 

 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward for evaluation on all routes and at all terminals. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Transponders: Fully Automated System  
 
Description: All vehicles could be required to purchase electronic transponders linked 
to pre-paid accounts and/or credit cards. Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) camera 
technology would be utilized to bill drivers whose license plate numbers do not match 
the electronic transponder record. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage mode shift.  
b. Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage time shift. 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low. 

 
2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. No change in the number of 
vehicles needing to load/unload during dwell times as long as boats still 
carry the same capacity. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  High. Stopping for fare verification or ticketing 
no longer necessary or supported. 

c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium. Automated transponders allow users 
to pass through the tollbooth area more quickly than when using a 
human-staffed tollbooth. This time savings could lead to shorter queues. 
However, if the on-dock holding area beyond the tolling point fills up, then 
a queue will still form before the transponder access point outside of the 
holding area. In this case, WSF will need to stage off-site holding areas to 
get these excess cars off the streets. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low. Automation would reduce the 
number of staff needed at the terminal to manage tollbooths and ticketing 
services, but a transponder system may involve different or new staffing, 
mailing, or on-going technology costs for electronic billing and processing 
off-site. If driving on alone is encouraged through easy payment systems, 
total drive-on trips may increase without a corresponding increase in 
walk-on trips that would drive down per-capita costs. The need to 
maintain a non-transponder lane or to have on-board fare collection for 
infrequent drive-ons could undermine the operational cost savings. For 
this and other technology strategies, ongoing operating costs could 
additionally be reduced through contract agreements in which the vendor 
is required to install and maintain the technology, perhaps as part of a 
revenue sharing agreement. In this way, up-front costs can be spread out 
over time, and these annualized costs might be lower than the labor costs 
(salary + benefits) for otherwise necessary fare collection personnel. 
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II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium. Streamlines, simplifies, and eases driver 
access for those with transponders, but may confuse, deter, or alienate 
infrequent or new passengers who do not know the system ahead of time, 
thereby requiring preservation of at least one non-transponder lane booth at each 
terminal or on-board fare collection for the infrequent drive-on passengers 
without transponders. 

2. Positive community impact: Medium. Shorter queue lengths will contribute less 
disruptive traffic congestion to neighborhood streets. If the holding area past the 
transponder booth starts filling to capacity and leading to backup onto 
neighborhood streets, WSF would need to utilize off-site holding areas that could 
remove these queues from the streets.   

3. Positive environmental impact: Low. Has no impact on mode split and may 
even encourage more driving as ticketing is simplified. However, some positive 
environmental benefit could be achieved by reducing idling time and stop-and-go 
driving patterns associated with waiting in a queue. 

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Medium. Will require feasibility study, technology 

selection and installation, and passenger marketing and education. 
2. Capital costs:  Medium, to evaluate, select, and install technology. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low. Reduces need for tollbooth staff, though some 

investment may be shifted to new, different off-site staffing needs to process 
billing. (See I.2.d. regarding annualized costs) 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1.  Does this strategy need other strategies to work? Yes. In order to ensure on-
street queue reduction, off-site holding areas will be needed during peak times 
and at terminals where the on-dock holding area beyond the transponder fare 
collection access point is constrained. 

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness? No. 
 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1.  Potential for System-wide Application: High. All terminals can benefit.  
 
2.  Terminal by Terminal Applicability: N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton:  
c. Edmonds:  
d. Kingston:  
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e. Bainbridge:  
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock:  
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon:  
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend:  
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes:  
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance:  
p. Tahlequah:  

 
3.  What would be a good test route? All. This would be a system-wide application. 
 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward for evaluation on all routes and at all terminals. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Vehicle Valet Service 
 
Description: For a fee, drivers could choose to have their vehicles stored and staged by 
a third party service at the appropriate times. 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage mode shift.  
b) Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage time shift. 
c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  By reducing the time 

penalty and direct inconvenience for drive-on passengers during peak travel 
periods, could potentially increase number of drive-on passengers at these 
times. 

 
2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. No change in the number of 
vehicles needing to load and unload during dwell times. 

b) Reduces ticketing time:  Low. No change in ticketing process. 
c) Reduces queue lengths: Low. Same number of cars would still be queuing 

even if some are stored by individuals other than the owner. 
d) Improves operating cost per rider: Low. No effect. 

 
 
II) Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impact: Medium. May represent a desirable, luxury service 
for a few passengers. 

2) Positive community impact: Low. Does nothing to reduce queues, though 
drivers who are willing to pay the valet fee may patronize local businesses while 
their vehicles are being staged for them.  

3) Positive environmental impact: Low. Has no impact on mode split.  
 

 
III) Implementation and Cost  

 
1) Ease of implementation:  High. Need only find an interested valet operator. 
2) Capital costs:  Low. May need to create a dedicated space for valet drop-off. 
3) On-going operating cost: Low. No expense to WSF. 
 
 
 



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 71 

 
IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No. 
 

2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness? No. 

 
 
V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application: Low. Negligible benefit for any 
terminal.  

 
2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability: All are low. 

 
a) Mukilteo:  
b) Clinton:  
c) Edmonds:  
d) Kingston:  
e) Bainbridge:  
f) Bremerton:  
g) Colman Dock:  
h) Southworth:  
i) Vashon:  
j) Fauntleroy:  
k) Pt. Townsend:  
l) Keystone:  
m) Anacortes:  
n) San Juans:  
o) Pt Defiance:  
p) Tahlequah:  

 
3) What would be a good test route? No terminal would be more appropriate than 

any other for a pilot valet program, though routes with higher-income passenger 
ridership, or terminals with multiple nearby amenities, businesses, or high 
seasonal peak demand such as Port Townsend may offer more drivers 
interested in the novelty, luxury service. 

 
 
VI) Strategy Disposition 
Screen out due to negligible to zero positive operational benefit. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Wayfinding: Bicycles and Pedestrians 
 
Description: Provide/improve pedestrian and bicycle wayfinding signage around 
terminals and throughout nearby business districts. 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium. Makes bicycling and walking more 
attractive, easier to use for ferry access, and more visible as potential 
modes for ferry access.  

b. Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage time shift. 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium. May promote 

more walk-on and bike-on ridership. 
 

2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. Wayfinding signage is an 
important part of an overall effort to increase bike-on and walk-on 
passengers; however, implemented alone it likely won’t promote enough 
mode shift to walk-on and bike-on to significantly affect vehicle capacity 
or the total number of vehicles loading and unloading during dwell time. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low. No change in vehicle ticketing process, 
as per 2.a above. 

c. Reduces queue lengths: Low. Only contributes to reduced queue 
lengths if substantial numbers of drive-on passengers decide to walk-on 
or bike-on instead, as per 2.a above. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Medium. Mode shift to bike- and 
walk-on access can increase the total number of individual passengers on 
a given sailing even as vehicle capacity stays constant. The ferry system 
may attract more, new riders by making it clearer to potential customers 
how to safely and conveniently access ferries by bike or on foot. 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium. Improves the ferry experience and a 
feeling of security for non-motorized travelers. 

2. Positive community impact: Medium. Wayfinding can improve neighbors’ 
walking and cycling environments. Wayfinding can support local businesses by 
drawing people on foot and bicycle through the main business district. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Medium. Supporting mode shift to walk-on and 
bike-on can reduce vehicle travel and its related environmental impacts, including 
emissions and storm water runoff.  
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium. Need to work with local community to 
identify sign types, messages, and locations, and order and place signs. 

2. Capital costs:  Low. Signage costs inexpensive. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low. Signs may need occasional maintenance. 
 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? Yes. Good, clear, and safe 
bicycle and walking infrastructure and robust financial incentives for walk-on and 
bike-on passengers must be in place in order to achieve significant additional 
mode shift to non-motorized modes, with or without improved wayfinding.   

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness? No. 
 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1.  Potential for System-wide Application: High. All terminals can benefit from   
better wayfinding. 
 
2.  Terminal by Terminal Applicability: N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo:  
b. Clinton:  
c. Edmonds:  
d. Kingston:  
e. Bainbridge:  
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock:  
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon:  
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend :  
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes:  
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance:  
p. Tahlequah:  

 
3.  What would be a good test route? All. This would be a system-wide 
application. Colman Dock or Bainbridge Island would be good terminals to begin 
the wayfinding program, as this route has significant bicycle and pedestrian 
ridership, and bicycles must navigate vehicle traffic even within the holding area 
in order to access these docks. 
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VI. Strategy Disposition 
Advance for further analysis as a system-wide application. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Wayfinding: Parking 
 
Description: Utilize wayfinding signage including real time occupancy information to 
direct motorists to available parking. 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium. This strategy would simplify the 
otherwise time-consuming task of searching for an available parking spot 
when in a hurry to catch a ferry. Prominent wayfinding signage and real-
time information even advertises that the option is available for drivers to 
park, leave their vehicle, and walk on the ferry, reducing vehicle travel at 
the other terminal. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage time shift.  
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium. Does nothing to 

encourage off-peak sailings, but does support more walk-on passengers 
during peak travel times. 

 
2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. Only effect on loading and 
unloading time would occur if drivers shift to walking on instead of driving 
on in large enough numbers that peak period boats leave less-than-full in 
terms of vehicle capacity. Otherwise, the same number of vehicles will 
load per boat to reach full capacity, and the time to move any individual 
vehicle in and out does not change. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low (see 2.a.) 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Low. May have a slight positive effect if 

enough additional drivers park instead of driving on that space opens in 
the terminal holding and staging areas to accommodate some of the 
vehicles that would otherwise queue in the streets. Drivers lining up to 
enter the parking area still contribute to queues.  

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low, unless a substantial number of 
riders shift to parking and walking on such that more individual 
passengers are carried per sailing even as the vehicle capacity of the 
boat remains the same. 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium. Improves the experience and shortens the 
time needed to search for parking for those who already park and walk on. 
Bolsters the “drive to/walk on” alternative as a feasible, attractive access mode 
for passengers.  
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2. Positive community impact:  Low. May slightly reduce queue lengths that 
affect neighborhood traffic.  By directing motorists to appropriate long-term 
parking, may reduce “spillover” parking impacts where WSF customers park in 
residential or commercial areas adjacent to terminals. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Medium, if the drivers who use the new parking 
spots would otherwise have driven aboard and made vehicle trips on the 
destination side. Environmental impacts will be low if passengers who currently 
access the ferry via transit, bicycle, or on foot decide to switch to driving and 
parking instead. 

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  High. Where parking infrastructure is already in place, 

WSF need only analyze the wayfinding needs and design and install an 
appropriate solution (including real-time occupancy information). 

2. Capital costs:  Low. No expensive construction or land acquisition necessary. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low. Some costs associated with monitoring and 

maintenance of signs (whether done by WSF or a vendor under contract). 
 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  A lack of safe pedestrian 
and cycling infrastructure and wayfinding between the parking lot and the 
terminal could limit the usefulness of this strategy. 

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1.  Potential for System-wide Application: High. All terminals can benefit from 
better parking wayfinding. 
 
2.  Terminal by Terminal Applicability: N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo:  
b. Clinton:  
c. Edmonds:  
d. Kingston:  
e. Bainbridge:  
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock:  
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon:  
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend: 
l. Keystone:  
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m. Anacortes:  
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance:  
p. Tahlequah:  

 
3.  What would be a good test route? All. It would be a system-wide application. 
Terminals that already have multiple nearby parking options, such as Bremerton with 13 
nearby lots and garages, would offer good test cases. 
 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward for its customer convenience, potential mode shift and 
capacity management benefits (via increased incentive for “drive to/walk on” 
passengers), and small capital costs.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Wayfinding: Vehicles 
 
Description: Improve signage to help drivers navigate each terminal’s specific 
procedures for on-street queuing, HOV holding, and motorcycle entrances/exits. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage mode shift. 
Increases the ease and convenience of driving on to the ferry.  

b. Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage time shift. 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low. Does nothing to 

encourage off-peak or walk-on travel. 
 

2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. No change in the number of 
vehicles needing to load and unload during dwell times. Only affects the 
time it takes for vehicles to make it into the holding area. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low. No change in ticketing process. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Low. Same number of cars would still be 

queuing even if motorists are less confused about the process. This 
strategy simply reduces the time it takes drive-on passengers to get into 
the appropriate queue. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low. Would reduce the number of 
staff needed to direct traffic and sort vehicles for holding; however, this 
strategy alone would not reduce the number of drive-on vehicles during 
peak travel periods (and in fact might even incentivize more by reducing 
the existing time penalty related to slow or confusing auto circulation 
patterns). Overall, then, this wayfinding strategy would not have a 
significant impact on operational costs (the number of boats needed at 
peak times to accommodate drive-ons, fuel costs for boats loaded with 
heavy and space-inefficient cars, etc). 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact: Medium. Makes driving on to a ferry easier and 
clearer for first-time passengers. Frequent passengers already know the 
circulation and queuing procedures at their daily terminals. 

2. Positive community impact: Low. Does little to reduce queue lengths, though 
this strategy might reduce “confusion-related” circling and lane changes and 
thereby improve queue flow. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Low. Has no positive impact on mode split.  
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  High. WSF need only analyze the wayfinding needs 
and design and install an appropriate solution. 

2. Capital costs:  Low. No costly construction or other capital costs. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low. Some costs associated with monitoring and 

maintenance of signs (whether done by WSF or a vendor under contract). 
 
 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? No. 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness? No.  
 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1.  Potential for System-wide Application: Medium. Negligible operational benefit 
system-wide.  
 
2.  Terminal by Terminal Applicability: Would be most helpful for new passengers, 
for routes carrying infrequent users (such as recreational traffic), and at terminals 
with non-obvious holding and loading procedures.  
 

a. Mukilteo: Medium 
b. Clinton: Medium 
c. Edmonds: Low 
d. Kingston: Medium 
e. Bainbridge: High (reorganizing flow and lane usage may be more helpful 

here) 
f. Bremerton: Low 
g. Colman Dock: High 
h. Southworth: Medium (especially for vehicles needing to back on to the boat) 
i. Vashon: Low 
j. Fauntleroy: High 
k. Pt. Townsend: Medium 
l. Keystone: Medium 
m. Anacortes: Medium 
n. San Juans: Medium 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah: Low 

 
3.  What would be a good test route? Colman Dock with its convoluted queuing 
and access process and high ridership to multiple destinations may provide a good 
test route. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Screen out due to negligible operational benefit. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Mode Shift Pricing 
 
Description: WSF expands existing program and offers greater rideshare, walk-on and 
bike-on discounts during peak periods. Allow unregistered carpools and vanpools the 
same fares, staging and loading privileges as registered carpools 
 
 
I) Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1) Manages Demand 
 

a) Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  Existing discounts are moderate, and a 
high percentage of person-trips are non-SOV. Additional discounts should 
encourage additional mode shift. However, since existing non-SOV spare 
capacity is high on all sailings, even when spare SOV capacity is zero, there 
is a limit to the amount of potential mode shift - even with 100% discounts. 

b) Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage people to shift 
time unless combined with off-peak period discounts. 

c) Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to 
encourage people to take off-peak sailings, unless combined with off-peak 
period discounts. 

 
2) Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a) Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b) Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact unless walker and biker fares are 

entirely removed. However, benefit does not affect vehicle ticketing. 
c) Reduces queue lengths: Low.  No impact. 
d) Improves operating cost per rider: Medium.  Cost per rider reduction is 

directly proportional to the mode shift.  
 
 

II) Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1) Positive customer impacts: Medium.  Any customers who could shift modes 
would benefit from these discounts, but SOV drivers would not see any benefit. 

2) Positive community impacts:  Low.  Some potential for greater exchange and 
tourist activity in terminal communities. 

3) Positive environmental impacts: Medium.  By creating some shift to alternative 
modes, this could show some positive environmental benefits. 

 
 
III) Implementation and Cost  

 
1) Ease of implementation:  High.  This is a simple fare adjustment. 
2) Capital costs:  Low.  No additional capital costs. 
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3) On-going operating cost: Low.  No additional operating costs. Potential to save 
significant fare processing costs if walkers and bikers ride for free. 

 
 

IV) Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1) Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but it would work well 
with off-peak pricing incentives. 

2) Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 

V) Applicability to Terminals 
 

1) Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 

2) Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A.  If implemented, this strategy would 
need to be applied to all terminals equally. 

 
a) Mukilteo: 
b) Clinton: 
c) Edmonds: 
d) Kingston: 
e) Bainbridge: 
f) Bremerton: 
g) Colman Dock: 
h) Southworth: 
i) Vashon: 
j) Fauntleroy: 
k) Pt. Townsend  
l) Keystone 
m) Anacortes 
n) San Juans 
o) Pt Defiance 
p) Tahlequah 

 
3) What would be a good test route?  All.  It would be a system-wide application. 

 
 
VI) Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward for its ease of implementation, potential mode shift benefits, 
and potential operational cost savings. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Financial Incentives for Small Vehicles 
 
Description:  Restructure fares to charge by vehicle length, with the smallest vehicles 
being charged the least. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  No impact. 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  No impact unless 

paired with peak-period pricing. 
 

2. Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact. Likely to increase processing 

time while vehicle length is determined. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Low.  No impact. Likely to increase queues 

while vehicle lengths are determined. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  Marginal efficiency gains may 

be attributed as operators of longer vehicles and trailers switch to shorter 
vehicles, leaving room for some additional vehicles on a vessel.  

 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: Low.  The pricing incentive is likely to be 
perceived as an unfair penalty for anyone with a larger vehicle, especially 
since the cost to change vehicle types can be very high. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Low.  No impact. 
3. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  Minor air quality benefits may be 

derived if there is a shift to use smaller vehicles which typically consume less 
gasoline and produce lower emissions than larger vehicles. 

 
 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Low.  A new system for determining vehicle length 
would need to be implemented at the point of ticket processing or through a 
pre-screening system. 

2. Capital costs:  High.  In addition to installing automated or assisted length 
detection devices at every ticket booth, the new pricing system would have to 
be advertised and incorporated into all existing fare collection systems and 
media. 
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3. On-going operating cost: Medium.  Once the new measuring and pricing 
system is in place and training completed, labor costs would be similar to 
current costs. However, additional maintenance costs for maintaining the 
length measurement equipment are expected. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A.  If implemented, this strategy 

would need to be applied to all terminals equally. 
 

a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton: 
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy: 
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone 
m. Anacortes 
n. San Juans 
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  All.  It would be applied system-wide. 
 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
This strategy represents a significant impact on consumer convenience, capital costs, 
and operating procedures with a very marginal benefit to vessel capacity and no shift to 
other modes or sailings. It is not recommended. 
 



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 84 

Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  HOT (High Occupancy Toll) Lanes 
 
Description:  WSF designates priority-loading diamond lanes for carpools and 
vanpools, and sells single-occupant vehicle access to them for a surcharge.  (Access 
sold only until lanes are at capacity.) 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Existing vanpool programs already 
occupy much of the potential HOT lane capacity, limiting new participants. 
Furthermore, allowing SOVs that pay a surcharge could limit HOT lane 
capacity or even negatively impact existing vanpools whose members 
see a greater delay in the HOT lane or revert to SOVs themselves. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  HOT lane users receiving priority 
boarding may shift to more desired sailings, but this will be offset by 
displaced non-HOT lane users. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  No impact unless 
paired with peak period pricing. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  Little or no impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Low.  No impact. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  A shift to carpools and 

vanpools would reduce per rider costs, but little shift is expected. 
 
 

II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: Medium.  A higher-level of service available to 
carpools or SOVs for a price will provide customers with a new convenience 
feature. However, a perception of inequity may develop among those unable 
to afford the HOT lane toll. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Low.  No impact. 
3. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  Minor air quality benefits may be 

derived if there is a shift to increased carpooling and vanpooling. This would 
be offset by SOVs paying to use the HOT lanes. 
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  At most terminals, existing lane capacity 
can be converted to HOT lanes. Modest physical separation and a dedicated 
toll both would be needed. At some terminals there is limited capacity for 
lanes. 

2. Capital costs:  Low.  Simple markings and signing can designate the lanes. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low.  No impact. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Applies to all terminals equally, with 

the following exception: 
 

a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton: 
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy: Due to landside constraints, a HOT lane cannot be 

implanted easily. Vanpools today are already forced to stage remotely 
and enter on the exit lanes. 

k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone 
m. Anacortes 
n. San Juans 
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  All except Fauntleroy and lower volume 
routes such as Keystone where there is little advantage to having priority 
boarding on most sailings. 
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VI. Strategy Disposition 
HOT lanes are not recommended. While implementation costs are very low and there is 
some potential to further encourage ridesharing, allowing toll-paying SOVs to utilize the 
lanes could defeat any savings in per rider operating costs. HOT does not create any 
real disincentive to using SOV, and the priority loading for vanpools and carpools is not 
substantially different from the priority these HOVs receive today.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  “HOTS”- High Occupancy Tolled Sailing 
 
Description:  WSF requires either 2+ passengers in every vehicle OR a vehicle 
surcharge on peak period sailings. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  High.  The incentive to carpool or vanpool will 
be very high unless surcharges do not discourage SOV riders sufficiently. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Medium.  Rideshare users will have an 
incentive to shift to HOTS vessels. SOV riders will have to shift to other 
sailings unless the surcharge is insufficient. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  High.  Rideshare users 
will be attracted to this exclusive service. SOV riders will be forced to shift 
to other sailings unless the surcharge is insufficient. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact. Some potential of added 

delay while redirecting SOVs unwilling to pay the HOTS surcharge. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  Demand for HOTS vessels is likely 

to be lower than normal sailings, reducing queues during that sailing. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider: High.  For each HOTS sailing, cost 

per rider will be nearly halved or more. 
 
 

II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: Medium.  A higher-level of service available to 
rideshares or to SOVs for a price will provide customers with a new 
convenience feature. However, SOV users unwilling to pay a surcharge will 
have to shift to other sailing times, likely producing negative feedback. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium.  Reduced queues for HOTS 
vessels will lessen local street impacts. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: Medium.  Increased ridesharing and 
reduced queues will reduce overall emissions. 

 
 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  High.  Other than advertising and timetable 
changes, this strategy utilizes existing infrastructure and systems. 
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2. Capital costs:  Low.  No impact. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low.  No impact. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton: 
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone 
m. Anacortes 
n. San Juans 
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  All.  It could be implemented on any 
route. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward. It has a very high potential to shift trips to other modes and 
other sailings. Unfortunately, it may be difficult to implement due to opposition from SOV 
riders unwilling to shift modes or to pay the surcharge. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Improved Bike Connections and Facilities 
 
Description:  Install bike parking within passenger areas at terminals. Designate bicycle 
lanes in and out of ferry terminals separated from vehicle traffic. Make bicycles available 
for rent or checkout similar to a car-sharing program (through WSF or a private 
contractor). 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  New non-SOV trips can be made 
with secure bike parking available for bicycles that can be used at the 
beginning or end of a trip linked to another mode. Riders can utilize 
vessels to change clothes during crossings. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  No impact, except for riders who can now 
park and ride a bike onto a better-timed sailing. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium.  Drivers shifting 
to park and bike trips will produce new capacity in other sailings. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact.  
c. Reduces queue lengths:  Low.  No impact. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Medium.  Increased walk-on or 

bike-on riders will reduce per rider costs. 
 
 

II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts:  Medium.  Additional rider conveniences will 
benefit bike riders as well as vehicle users who see or perceive reduced 
vehicle traffic and bicycle conflicts. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium.  Additional bicycle use will reduce 
traffic and queues. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: Medium.  Additional bicycle use will 
reduce overall emissions. 

 
 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  High.  Bicycle parking is generally space efficient. 
2. Capital costs:  Low.  Bike racks are rather inexpensive compared to capital 

solutions for other modes. 
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3. On-going operating cost:  Low.  Some bicycle rack maintenance is 
necessary. Personnel for bike rentals and security for private bike parking 
may be necessary in certain terminals. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton: 
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend: 
l. Keystone: 
m. Anacortes: 
n. San Juans: 
o. Pt Defiance: 
p. Tahlequah: 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  All.  It could be implemented on any 
route, though routes connecting to Colman Dock would see the highest 
utilization. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward. It is a very cost-effective way to move some vehicle trips to 
other modes. However, benefits are likely to be limited mostly to routes serving work 
destinations that are within reasonable biking distance of the terminal, particularly 
Colman Dock. Tourist trips will also benefit, potentially increasing ridership. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Improved Pedestrian Connections and Facilities 
 
Description:  Build/expand sidewalks to and from ferry terminals to connect with 
parking, transit and other sidewalk systems. Provide covered, separated pedestrian 
walkways connecting directly to the vessel passenger deck. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  Some riders with destinations within 
walking distance may start walking, and some who currently drive on to 
the ferry may shift to parking near the terminal and walking on. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Some riders with destinations within 
walking distance may start walking to more convenient sailings. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Some mode shift 
will open up new capacity. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  Some time savings will be 

produced by removing walk-ons from the vehicle level. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact.  
c. Reduces queue lengths:  Low.  No impact. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Medium.  Increased walk-on riders 

will reduce per rider costs. 
 
 

II. Evaluation Against Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts:  Medium.  Improved pedestrian operations will 
benefit most users and increase customer safety. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium.  Improved pedestrian amenities will 
improve the built environment around terminals. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  Minimal mode shift from motorized 
modes is anticipated. Some benefits may be achieved if drivers choose to 
park their cars at one terminal and eliminate the driving trip on the other end 
of their route. 

 
 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  Pedestrian improvements generally 
require careful above and below-grade design. 
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2. Capital costs:  Medium.  Many improvements are inexpensive, but new 
sidewalks and possible drainage changes are moderately expensive. 

3. On-going operating cost:  Low.  Pedestrian facilities are low maintenance, 
with the exception of mechanized boarding structures. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but additional 
near-terminal parking areas connected directly to the dock with the improved 
pedestrian infrastructure may improve the opportunity for park-and-ride mode 
shift. 

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton: 
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone 
m. Anacortes 
n. San Juans 
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  All.  It could be implemented at any 
terminal. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward. Improved pedestrian connections benefit users of all other 
modes and improve overall safety. Some shifts from SOV are possible. 
 
 



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 93 

Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Improved Transit Connections and Frequencies 
 
Description:  WSF contracts with existing agencies and organizations to provide new 
transit services that connect terminals with park and ride lots, transit hubs, rental car 
agencies and employment and activity centers. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  High.  Targeting transit services to key rider 
destinations can produce substantial mode shift. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Medium.  New transit riders can reliably use 
different sailings convenient to their transit connections, but new capacity 
for remaining drivers is only likely to open up on sailings that are less-
convenient.  

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  High.  SOV riders shifted 
to transit will utilize available walk-on capacity and increase available 
vehicle capacity on congested sailings. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact.  
c. Reduces queue lengths:  Low.  No impact, unless drivers shift to transit 

in such high numbers that vehicle demand for peak sailings declines 
significantly. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider:  High.  Shifts from vehicular trips to 
walk-on trips produce high operating efficiency gains. 

 
 

II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts:  Medium.  Improved transit services dedicated 
to ferry customers will be beneficial to most users. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium.  New transit services may reduce 
vehicle traffic and provide ancillary public transportation benefits to 
communities. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: High.  If well-designed and utilized, new 
transit service can substantially reduce emissions by reducing SOV travel. 
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Low.  Extensive coordination and funding is 
required for each new transit service. 

2. Capital costs:  Medium. Capital costs to WSF will be low unless the transit 
agencies require WSF to fund new vehicles or leases under the contract 
agreement.  

3. On-going operating cost:  High.  New transit services have substantial on-
going operating costs. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but improving 
transit access to terminals and paying careful attention to pedestrian 
connections from the transit stop to the dock will help support significant 
mode shift. 

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A. Applies to all terminals equally, 

subject to cost considerations. 
 

a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton: 
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes: 
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  Colman Dock is a likely candidate for 
improved transit service due to the potential of building off of existing services 
and the high concentration of rider destinations. 
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VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward. Improved transit services have a very high potential to 
expand walk-on ridership and decrease operating costs per passenger. However, this 
strategy requires a high amount of coordination and financial investment to accomplish 
successfully. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Improved Transit Access at Terminals 
 
Description:  Provide hand-held radios, cell phones and/or some other means of 
communication between transit drivers and toll booth operators or WSF traffic staff to 
convert tollbooth lane or vehicle access lane to transit access lane when necessary. 
Provide bus access and loading/offloading area at terminals or within vehicle staging 
areas. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  Improving the convenience of transit 
connections greatly improves the acceptance of transit as a travel option. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Medium.  New transit riders can reliably use 
different sailings convenient to their transit connections, but new capacity 
for remaining drivers is only likely to open up on sailings that are less-
convenient. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium.  SOV riders 
shifted to transit will utilize available walk-on capacity and increase 
available vehicle capacity on sailings. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  At most terminals, dedicating 

space and time to bring transit close to vessels will impose a time penalty 
on loading/unloading. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact, assuming bus riders do not 
need to purchase tickets at their boarding terminal. 

c. Reduces queue lengths:  Low.  No impact, unless drivers shift to transit 
in such high numbers that vehicle demand for peak sailings declines 
significantly. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider:  High.  Shifts from vehicular trips to 
walk-on trips produce high operating efficiency gains. 

 
 

II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts:  Medium.  Improved transit connections will be 
well-received by transit riders but may not be welcomed by SOV riders who 
experience delayed loading/unloading. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Low.  Improved transit connections may 
reduce vehicle traffic. 

3. Positive environmental impacts:  Medium.  Some benefit will result from 
mode shifts to transit. 



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 97 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  The cost and operational impact is 
limited to improved communications services and staging. However, careful 
planning and coordination is necessary to efficiently operate this strategy, 
especially at space-constrained terminals. 

2. Capital costs:  Low.  Communications devices are relatively inexpensive. 
3. On-going operating cost:  Low.  WSF staff will require new training and 

procedures, but little or no additional staffing is necessary. 
 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but improved 
transit connections and frequency would greatly bolster this strategy’s 
effectiveness by providing even greater incentives and opportunities to use 
transit. 

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Medium. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Application is only possible at 

terminals that have transit service nearby. Of those, some have efficient 
transit operations already. At others, difficulty exists due to landside space 
constraints for maneuvering buses. 

 
a. Mukilteo: Low. Not feasible. Narrow dock prevents on-dock transit 

operations. Existing transit stop is already as close as possible 
without a new dock. 

b. Clinton: High. Feasible. 
c. Edmonds: Medium. Somewhat feasible. Narrow dock prevents on-

dock transit operations, but transit could be staged close to terminal 
building with a parking lot re-configuration. 

d. Kingston: High. Feasible. 
e. Bainbridge: N/A (transit is at terminal) 
f. Bremerton: N/A (transit is at terminal) 
g. Colman Dock: N/A (transit is at terminal) 
h. Southworth: Medium. Somewhat feasible. Narrow dock can 

accommodate on-dock transit operations with maneuvering. 
i. Vashon: High. Feasible. Transit is already at terminal, but a 

dedicated lane operation can be added. 
j. Fauntleroy: Medium. Somewhat feasible. Narrow dock can 

accommodate on-dock transit operations with maneuvering. 
k. Pt. Townsend: High. Feasible  
l. Keystone: High. Feasible 
m. Anacortes: N/A (transit is at terminal) 
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n. San Juans: N/A (transit is at terminal) 
o. Pt Defiance: High. Feasible. Transit is already at terminal, but a 

dedicated lane operation can be added. 
p. Tahlequah: Low. Not feasible. Narrow dock prevents on-dock transit 

operations. Existing transit stop is already as close as possible 
without a new dock. 

 
3. What would be a good test route?  Clinton and Kingston terminals are the 

most likely candidates.  
 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward. Improved transit access will benefit existing riders and attract 
new riders. The marginal gain in ridership may not warrant this strategy where its 
provision may be difficult. 



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 99 

Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Construct sheltered transit facilities within terminals 
 
Description:  Include covered transit loading zones in all terminal expansion plans. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  High.  Integrating transit service seamlessly 
into terminals greatly increases the attractiveness and convenience of 
transit as a modal option. 

b. Encourages time shift:  High.  New transit riders can reliably use 
different sailings convenient to their transit connections, but new capacity 
for remaining drivers is only likely to open up on sailings that are less-
convenient. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  High.  SOV riders shifted 
to transit will utilize available walk-on capacity and increase available 
vehicle capacity on congested sailings. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact.  
c. Reduces queue lengths:  Low.  No impact, unless drivers shift to transit 

in such high numbers that vehicle demand for peak sailings declines 
significantly. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider:  High.  Shifts from vehicular trips to 
walk-on trips produce high operating efficiency gains. 

 
 

II. Evaluation Against Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts:  High.  Superior intermodal connections give 
equal priority to customers traveling by any mode. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium.  Transit integrated into new 
terminals opens existing transit stops to new development; helps remove 
many pedestrian-vehicle conflicts. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: Medium.  Increased transit utilization can 
substantially reduce emissions by reducing SOV travel. This is offset by any 
additional waterfront construction impacts. 

 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Low.  Extensive coordination, engineering and 

funding is required to integrate transit into new terminals. 
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2. Capital costs:  High.  Building a new terminal with an intermodal transit 
component can be significantly more expensive than a simple terminal 
design. 

3. On-going operating cost:  Medium.  The transit elements of a new terminal 
would require on-going maintenance and operations. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but improved 
transit connections and frequency would greatly bolster this strategy’s 
effectiveness by providing even greater incentives and opportunities to use 
transit. 

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A. Applies to all terminals equally, 

subject to cost considerations. 
 

a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton: N/A (transit services are part of the new terminal) 
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes: 
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  Colman Dock is a likely candidate for a 
terminal redesign with an intermodal transit component. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward. Intermodal transit connections should be an integral part of 
any terminal reconstruction. Direct transit access is a key component to encouraging 
new ridership and therefore fewer SOV ferry riders. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Improved Transit/Ferry Schedule Coordination 
 
Description:  Provide hand-held radios, cell phones and/or some other means of 
communication between ferry pilots and transit drivers to confirm contingency plans in 
case of late arrival. Interview transit users and providers to ensure transit arrival and 
sailing times leave adequate time for passenger transfers. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  Reliable connections are central to 
successful intermodal transit. Better schedule coordination and a system 
to ensure buses or vessels are not missed greatly increases reliability and 
encourages new transit users. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Increased reliability will attract some 
riders to sailings with improved coordination between bus and vessel 
arrivals. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium.  Shifts from SOV 
trips to transit would open up capacity on some sailings. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  Slight vessel delays may result 

from waiting for buses. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact.  
c. Reduces queue lengths:  Low.  Significant shifts from drive to walk-on 

access would help shorten vehicle queues. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Medium.  If transit ridership grows, 

shifts from SOV to walk-on trips improve operating cost per rider. 
 

II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact:  Medium.  This strategy will produce a high level 
of satisfaction from transit riders and attract new riders. 

2. Positive community impact:  Medium.  Adjacent streets would see less 
queuing with a shift towards more walk-on passengers. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Medium.  Improvements to air quality would 
result from SOV riders that switch to transit. 

 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  Only notable hurdle for accommodating 

late arrivals is establishing effective coordination and communication 
protocols. However, transit schedule adjustments to improve coordination 
may require extensive system adjustments. 
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2. Capital costs:  Low.  Communications devices are very inexpensive relative 
to infrastructure items. 

3. On-going operating cost:  Low.  Communications charges are minimal. No 
new labor is required. 

 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth: 
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes: 
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  High transit ridership terminals such as 
Colman Dock, Bainbridge or Bremerton are the best candidates for initial 
implementation. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward. This is an extremely cost-effective solution that can greatly 
improve the reliability of intermodal connections, enabling transit riders and providers to 
plan trips with less fear of missing a vessel sailing. This reliability will attract new transit 
riders. Careful coordination with broader transit system scheduling needs is necessary. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Construct new park and rides with transit connections to terminals 
 
Description:  Partner with local transit agencies, sharing construction costs of park and 
rides in exchange for direct transit service to ferry terminals. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  Park and ride facilities enable SOV 
riders to switch to a bus to bypass terminal queues. This advantage is off-
set by the inconvenience of adding new modal connections and any 
associated delays or inconveniences at both ends of the ferry trip.  

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Riders can reliably take preferred sailings 
without queue delays, which increases walk-on demand for peak sailings, 
but doesn’t necessarily shift demand to off-peak sailings. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium.  Shifts from SOV 
trips to transit would open up capacity on some sailings. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact.  
c. Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  Queue length will lessen if utilization 

of park & rides is high enough. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Medium.  If park & ride use grows, 

shifts from SOV to transit improve operating cost per rider. 
 
 

II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts:  Low.  While this strategy provides a service to 
increase reliability for riders, it requires riders to shift modes in order to 
receive the benefit. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Low.  The benefit of reduced queues is off-
set by the impact of a new parking facility. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  Little impact on air quality.  While 
vehicle may be eliminated at ferry destinations with more walk-on riders, new 
driving trips may be created at origins by new customers using the park-and-
ride.  Additionally, the construction of and run-off from new parking facilities 
could impact adjacent environmental resources. 
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  While dock limitations are avoided, park 
& ride locations must be found and developed and transit services must be 
coordinated. 

2. Capital costs:  Medium.  Remote parking facilities can be developed at lower 
cost than those in valuable dock-side locations. 

3. On-going operating cost:  Low.  Parking facility maintenance costs can be 
minimal. 

 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Low.  Some terminals are already 
well served by park-and-rides and/or not appropriate for this type of transit 
connection. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Terminals with high auto demand 

coupled with limited terminal parking and lower density development patterns 
are most appropriate for park-and-ride development. 

 
a. Mukilteo:  High. Three park-and-rides are in the vicinity, none of 

which appear to serve the ferry terminal. 
b. Clinton:   Low. 
c. Edmonds:  Low.  Three park-and-rides serve the terminal. 
d. Kingston:  Low.  Two park-and-rides serve the terminal. 
e. Bainbridge:  Medium.  Could use another park-and-ride north of 

terminal off of SR 205. 
f. Bremerton: Low.  Four park-and-rides serve the terminal. 
g. Colman Dock:  Low.  The dense, mixed-use setting is not conducive 

to park-and-ride development. 
h. Southworth:  Medium.  Could use another park-and-ride west of the 

terminal. 
i. Vashon:  Low.  Three park-and-rides serve the terminal. 
j. Fauntleroy: High. Two park-and-rides are in the vicinity, neither of 

which appear to serve the ferry terminal. 
k. Pt. Townsend:  Medium.  An additional park-and-ride could be 

warranted here, especially to accommodate peak season demand. 
l. Keystone: Medium.  Rural location combined with very little area 

parking could support a park-and-ride. 
m. Anacortes:  Medium.  Only one park-and-ride serves the terminal 

with low frequencies. 
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n. San Juans: Low.  Rural island setting is probably not supportive of 
new park-and-rides. 

o. Pt Defiance:  Medium.  No park-and-rides currently serve the 
terminal. 

p. Tahlequah:  Low.  Three park-and-rides serve the terminal. 
 

3. What would be a good test route? Mukilteo or Fauntleroy which have high 
auto demand today with limited capacity. Both have existing park-and-rides 
through which to route connecting transit service. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward but only for certain terminals. For this strategy to shift trips 
from SOV, the terminal must currently be difficult to drive to and park at; have auto 
demand that far outstrips capacity; and/or be located in a rural or suburban environment 
without expansive local transit service. Otherwise motorists have little reason to get out 
of their vehicle and add another mode to their trip.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Integrated parking reservation and pricing system 
 
Description:  Allow passengers to reserve parking online or by phone and to pay for 
parking online, by phone, or with same fare media used to pay for ferries. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Where parking capacity is limited, this 
strategy will ensure some riders of the ability to park and ride. However, 
other users will be displaced and take their vehicle on the ferry.  

b. Encourages time shift:  Medium.  Where parking access is not impacted 
by queues, motorists can reliably board preferred sailings. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  No impact. Demand 
is simply displaced. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact.  
c. Reduces queue lengths:  Low.  No impact. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Low.  No impact, or may even 

increase operating cost per rider with the system’s ongoing operating 
costs. 

 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts:  Low.  While this strategy provides a premium 
service that greatly improves reliability for some, motorists that benefit from 
the current first-come, first-served system may be opposed. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Low.  No impact. 
3. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  No impact. 

 
 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  Strategy requires a reservation system 
and new enforcement, access control, and/or payment systems. 

2. Capital costs:  Medium.   
3. On-going operating cost:  Medium.  Reservations and parking control 

equipment require new on-going operating costs. 
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IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Applies to all terminals equally with the 

exception of those that do not have parking. 
 

a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock: N/A 
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy: N/A 
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone:  N/A 
m. Anacortes: 
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  All. It could be implemented at any 
terminal (except for Colman Dock, Keystone or Fauntleroy). 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward as a mechanism to provide additional customer services and 
to collect additional revenues. However, it is not very effective at shifting SOV trips to 
other modes, shifting SOV trips to off-peak sailings, or attracting new demand to existing 
capacity. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Metered exit queuing 
 
Description:  Route offloaded vehicles through terminal holding areas and release them 
at a set rate. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  No impact.  
b. Encourages time shift:  Low. No impact. 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  No impact. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  May increase unloading time. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact.  
c. Reduces queue lengths:  Low.  No impact. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Low.  No impact. 
 
 

II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact:  Low.  Benefits to local traffic operations and 
pedestrian/bicycle safety would be off-set by inconvenience to SOV 
customers. 

2. Positive community impact:  High.  Controlling the pace of exiting traffic 
can alleviate intersection congestion problems in terminal communities while 
encouraging safer pedestrian crossings. 

3. Positive environmental impact: Low.  No impact. 
 
 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  New signalization or other intersection 
coordination and timing strategies or devices will be necessary. Additional 
holding area may need to be obtained. 

2. Capital costs:  Medium.  New signals and associated wiring and inter-
connects may need to be installed. Additional terminal holding capacity may 
be needed. 

3. On-going operating cost:  Medium.  On-going coordination systems and 
labor may be necessary. 
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IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Low. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Benefits accrue mostly to terminals 

located close to problematic intersections or activity centers. 
 

a. Mukilteo: Medium 
b. Clinton:  Low 
c. Edmonds: High 
d. Kingston: High 
e. Bainbridge: High 
f. Bremerton: High 
g. Colman Dock: High 
h. Southworth: Low 
i. Vashon: Low 
j. Fauntleroy: Medium 
k. Pt. Townsend: Medium  
l. Keystone:  Low 
m. Anacortes: Low 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah: Low 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  Colman Dock. 
 

 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward limitedly. While significant traffic benefits are possible, there 
are few places where the benefit is substantial enough to justify the cost. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Off peak pricing 
 
Description:  WSF offers vehicle fare discounts on off-peak sailings. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  May encourage more people to drive.  
b. Encourages time shift:  High.  Likely to encourage more off-peak trips. 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  High.  Off-peak sailings 

will see more trips. 
  

2. Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact.  
c. Reduces queue lengths:  Medium.  Shifting auto demand away from 

congested peak period sailings will help shorten queues during those 
times. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Medium.  Additional trips on off-
peak sailings will improve their cost per rider. 

 
 

II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impact:  Medium.  Customers will appreciate the 
opportunity to save when traveling off-peak. However, many peak-hour riders 
will consider the off-peak discounts to be a surcharge. 

2. Positive community impact:  Low.  No impact. 
3. Positive environmental impact: Low.  While queues and idling will be 

reduced during peak periods, additional off-peak vehicle trips will produce 
more air pollution and offset any gains. 

 
 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  High.  Only fare structure and ticketing system 
changes are necessary. 

2. Capital costs:  Low.  Minor system change costs. 
3. On-going operating cost:  Low.  No impact. 
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IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 

V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes: 
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  All. It would be a system-wide change. 
 

 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward. While no mode shift is likely to be encouraged, underutilized 
vessel capacity on off-peak sailings will be better utilized, improving the average 
operating cost per rider. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  On-board ticketing 
 
Description:  Vehicle tollbooths could be removed and staging areas controlled by 
traffic management staff only.  Staff could collect vehicle fares once vehicles are on-
board. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  No impact.  
b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  No impact. 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  No impact. 
  

2. Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  High.  Ticketing is handled on-board during 

overwater transit. 
c. Reduces queue lengths:  High.  Since most queues are the result of 

delays at ticketing, queues would be reduced significantly. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Low.  Landside ticketing labor costs 

are removed at all terminals on a route and replaced by one group of on-
board ticketing staff per vessel, reducing operating cost per rider slightly. 

 
 

II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Positive customer impacts:  High.  Delay before boarding or entering 
holding areas is removed. Motorists are further benefited by having ticketing 
staff come directly to customer vehicles. 

2. Positive community impacts:  High.  Many queues are shortened or 
eliminated. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: Medium.  Some idling emissions are 
eliminated. 

 
 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Low.  New ticketing and enforcement procedures 
must be established, trained and advertised since fare evasion will become a 
significant issue. 

2. Capital costs:  Low.  Requires only hand-held electronic payment devices 
and fare gates. 
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3. On-going operating cost:  Low.  Strategy has the potential to lower labor 
costs. 

 
  

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
a. Mukilteo: 
b. Clinton: 
c. Edmonds: 
d. Kingston: 
e. Bainbridge: 
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock: 
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend  
l. Keystone:  
m. Anacortes: 
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance 
p. Tahlequah 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  It would be a system-wide change, but 
could be piloted on any route. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward. While no mode shift is likely to be encouraged, overall 
system efficiency, cost savings and customer convenience would be increased.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Double-decked holding areas 
 
Description: At terminals where limited capacity or constrained layout of holding areas 
impacts operations (e.g. vehicle circulation patterns, queuing, loading/unloading times), 
holding areas could be “double-decked” to provide additional capacity and improve 
operations for drive-ons. 
 
 
I. Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage passengers 
to shift to non-auto modes to access the terminal. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage passengers to 
shift to off-peak travel times. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to 
incentivize passengers to travel at times or on routes with surplus 
capacity. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  While double-decking holding 

areas could make loading/unloading marginally faster (due to less 
confusing circulation patterns, reduced need to “lane shift”, etc due to 
increased holding capacity),  the primary constraint on loading/unloading 
time is the “bottleneck” of the boat itself.  Time savings from avoiding 
“lane shift” could be offset by time required to travel down holding area 
ramps to the at-grade access ramp to the boat. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  Would reduce queues that occur 

outside the fare collection/verification “access point”, but queues in the 
holding areas would not be reduced.  

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  
 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: Medium.  Drive-ons would potentially benefit 
from improved circulation patterns and marginally improved loading/unloading 
times.  Could also help reduce vehicle conflicts with transit vehicles and walk-
on/bike-on passengers. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Low.  At peak times, additional holding 
capacity could help reduce queues on surrounding streets.  At the same time, 
multi-story holding areas could block community views of the waterfront 
compared to existing surface configurations. 
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3. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  By getting drive-ons out of 
circulation queues and into the holding area more quickly, could potentially 
reduce vehicle idling and related emissions.   

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Low.  Construction would likely require disruption 

to current operations and have impacts on host communities, and require 
new permits from local jurisdictions. 

2. Capital costs:  High (depending on terminal configuration).  New parking 
structures are expensive to build. 

3. On-going operating cost: Low.  Will likely have higher operating and 
maintenance costs compared to current surface configuration of holding 
areas. 

 
 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Low.  Limited holding space is not 
a problem at all terminals.  This strategy is only cost effective at terminals 
with high demand, extremely constrained holding areas, and significant on-
street queuing impacts to host communities. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: 

 
a. Mukilteo:  Medium 
b. Clinton: Low 
c. Edmonds: Medium.  Although no dock holding exists today, adjacent 

surface parking lots could potentially be acquired for a new double-
decked holding structure. 

d. Kingston: Medium 
e. Bainbridge: High 
f. Bremerton: Low 
g. Colman Dock:  High 
h. Southworth: Low 
i. Vashon: Low 
j. Fauntleroy: Medium 
k. Pt. Townsend: Low 
l. Keystone:  Low 
m. Anacortes:  Medium 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
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p. Tahlequah:  Low 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  Colman Dock or Bainbridge. 
 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 

Due to the high capital costs of this strategy, potential negative environmental effects, 
and relative difficulty to implement it, carry it forward in a limited fashion at terminals with 
high demand, extremely constrained holding areas, and significant on-street queuing 
impacts to host communities, and where all other feasible mode shift and time shift 
strategies have already been implemented. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Minimize employee parking at terminals 
 
Description: At terminals where limited capacity or constrained layout of holding areas 
impacts operations, employee parking could be located off-site with access to the 
terminal by shuttle bus or multi-passenger fleet vehicle. 
 
 
I. Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage passengers 
to shift to non-auto modes to access the terminal. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage passengers to 
shift to off-peak travel times. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to 
incentivize passengers to travel at times or on routes with surplus 
capacity. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  While removing employing 

parking from holding areas could make loading/unloading marginally 
faster (due to less confusing circulation patterns, reduced need to “lane 
shift”, etc due to increased holding capacity), the primary constraint on 
loading/unloading time is the “bottleneck” of the boat itself. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  By providing more capacity in the 

holding area for drive-ons, could reduce queues that occur outside the 
fare collection/verification “access point”, but queues in the holding areas 
would not be reduced. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low. 
 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: Medium.  Drive-ons would potentially benefit from 
improved circulation patterns and marginally improved loading/unloading times.  
Could also help reduce vehicle conflicts with transit vehicles and walk-on/bike-on 
passengers. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium.  At peak times, additional holding 
capacity could help reduce queues on surrounding streets.  Suitable off-site 
employee parking areas would need to be identified to ensure that employees do 
not cause spillover parking impacts in host communities. 
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3. Positive environmental impacts: Medium.  By getting drive-ons out of 
circulation queues and into the holding area more quickly, could potentially 
reduce vehicle idling and related emissions. 

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  Current labor agreements explicitly provide 
for on-dock employee parking only for Terminal Supervisors.  However, because 
employee parking at terminals has been allowed for many years, it would is 
deemed a “past practice” and to remove it would potentially require renegotiated 
labor contracts as well as plans for alternate off-dock employee parking 
locations.  

2. Capital costs:  Low, depending on cost to purchase and/or improve off-site 
parking.  If off-site parking is located farther than walking distance, a shuttle bus, 
van, or other multi-passenger fleet vehicle may need to be purchased to 
transport employees from off-site parking to terminal. 

3. On-going operating cost: Low, including labor costs for shuttle/van operator 
and any maintenance costs for vehicle and off-site parking facility.  If parking is 
leased instead of purchased as assumed above, lease costs would add to annual 
operating costs.  

 
 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Low, as not all terminals provide on-
dock employee parking.  Only worth pursuing at terminals with high demand, 
extremely constrained holding areas, and significant on-street queuing impacts to 
host communities. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: 

 
a. Mukilteo:  Low.  Employee parking is in a location unusable for 

holding. 
b. Clinton: Low.  Employees do not park in the holding area. 
c. Edmonds: Low 
d. Kingston: Medium.  Employee spaces could be used for holding, 

especially during peak season. 
e. Bainbridge: High.  Employee parking space could be used for 

staging bikes and carpools, and/or vehicle transitions. 
f. Bremerton: Low 
g. Colman Dock:  High 



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 119 

h. Southworth: Low 
i. Vashon: Low 
j. Fauntleroy: Low.  There are only a couple of employee parking 

spaces in the holding area. 
k. Pt. Townsend: Medium 
l. Keystone:  Low 
m. Anacortes:  Medium (especially applicable during peak season) 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Medium. 
p. Tahlequah:  Medium. 

 
3. What would be a good test route?  Bainbridge or Colman Dock. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 

Carry the strategy forward by pursuing renegotiation of on-dock employee parking 
provision in labor agreements.  Could initially limit to a ‘pilot’ at terminals with high 
demand, extremely constrained holding areas, and significant on-street queuing impacts 
to host communities.  Quantifiable benefits of this pilot can be used to justify expansion 
to other appropriate terminals. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Relocate non-essential functions off of on-dock holding area. 
 
Description: Re-locate non-essential functions (such as waste disposal, vending, and 
materials storage) off of the dock area to alternate locations in order to increase capacity 
of vehicle holding areas. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage passengers 
to shift to non-auto modes to access the terminal. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage passengers to 
shift to off-peak travel times. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Does nothing to 
incentivize passengers to travel at times or on routes with surplus 
capacity. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  While removing non-essential 

functions from on-dock holding areas could make loading/unloading 
marginally faster (due to less confusing circulation patterns, reduced need 
to “lane shift”, etc. with increased holding capacity), the primary constraint 
on loading/unloading time is the “bottleneck” of the boat itself. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  By providing more capacity in the 

holding area for drive-ons, could reduce queues that occur outside the 
fare collection/verification “access point”, but queues in the holding areas 
would not be reduced. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low. 
 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: Medium.  Drive-ons would potentially benefit from 
improved circulation patterns and marginally improved loading/unloading times.  
Could also help reduce vehicle conflicts with transit vehicles and walk-on/bike-on 
passengers. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium.  At peak times, additional holding 
capacity could help reduce queues on surrounding streets.   

3. Positive environmental impacts: Medium.  By getting drive-ons out of 
circulation queues and into the holding area more quickly, could potentially 
reduce vehicle idling and related emissions. 
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III. Implementation and Cost 
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  However, this will depend on the availability 
of space in or near the terminal to relocate non-essential functions. 

2. Capital costs:  Low.  
3. On-going operating cost: Low. 

 
 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Low, as not all terminals have non-
essential functions located on-dock in space that could be used for vehicle 
holding.  This strategy is only worth pursuing at terminals with high demand, 
extremely constrained holding areas, and significant on-street queuing impacts to 
host communities. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Although a medium or high score 

indicates a terminal where non-holding functions are currently using potential 
holding space, additional research is needed to establish which functions must 
be located on-dock due to security and other requirements and which could be 
relocated. 

 
a. Mukilteo:  Low 
b. Clinton: Low 
c. Edmonds: Medium 
d. Kingston: Medium 
e. Bainbridge: Low 
f. Bremerton: Low 
g. Colman Dock:  Low 
h. Southworth: Low 
i. Vashon: Low 
j. Fauntleroy: Low 
k. Pt. Townsend: Medium 
l. Keystone:  Medium 
m. Anacortes:  Medium 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah:  Low 
 

3. What would be a good test route? Kingston, since there appears to be a large 
amount of adjacent space that could be utilized for relocated functions. 
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VI. Strategy Disposition 

Carry the strategy forward by pursuing system-wide review of what terminals have non-
essential functions located on-dock and which of those functions could be feasibly 
located elsewhere.  However, because re-located non-essential functions are unlikely to 
open up significant amounts of holding space, the application of this strategy should be. 
limited to a ‘pilot’ at terminals with high demand, extremely constrained holding areas, 
and significant on-street queuing impacts to host communities.  Quantifiable benefits of 
this pilot can be used to justify expansion to other appropriate terminals. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Participate in existing Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) and/or 
form new TMA. 
 
Description:  TMAs are quasi-public organizations that develop and administer 
programs that reduce vehicle trips and improve access by non-auto modes. Where 
TMAs exist, WSF could increase the agency’s coordination and collaboration to improve 
WSF customer access issues (e.g. send staff to existing TMA meetings, promote 
existing TMA activities to WSF passenger, consider cost-sharing with existing TMAs on 
programs that benefit WSF passengers and achieve WSF operational goals). 
 
Alternately, WSF could provide initial funding (or secure outside funding through grants) 
to establish a TMA that would coordinate with existing TMAs in host communities but 
specifically focus on addressing WSF access issues.  This WSF-specific TMA would 
focus especially on strategies that promote mode shift and time shift for WSF, such as 
promoting ride-sharing, providing financial incentives to take transit to ferry terminals, 
etc. 
 
 
I. Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  High, depending on programs/incentives 
ultimately implemented. 

b. Encourages time shift:  High, depending on programs/incentives 
ultimately implemented. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  High, depending on 
programs/incentives ultimately implemented. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  While promoting mode shift 

and time shift could make loading/unloading marginally faster especially 
at peak travel times, the primary constraint on loading/unloading time is 
the “bottleneck” of the boat itself. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium, depending on the effectiveness of the 

mode shift and time shift programs/incentives ultimately implemented. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Medium, depending on the 

effectiveness of the mode shift and time shift programs/incentives 
ultimately implemented (it is often cheaper to pay people not to drive than 
it is to accommodate their vehicle trip). 
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II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: Medium.  Regardless of the effectiveness of the 
mode shift and time shift programs/incentives ultimately implemented, TMAs play 
a valuable role in making WSF customers aware of the full range of their travel 
choices for accessing terminals. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium, depending on the effectiveness of the 
mode shift and time shift programs/incentives ultimately implemented, this has 
the potential to significantly reduce terminal queues and associated negative 
traffic impacts on adjacent streets. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: Medium, depending on the effectiveness of 
the mode shift programs/incentives ultimately implemented. 

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  High if WSF simply increases collaboration and 

coordination with existing TMAs.  Low if WSF forms a new system-wide TMA.  
This also depends on the mode shift and time shift programs/incentives 
ultimately implemented. 

2. Capital costs:  Low. 
3. On-going operating cost: Medium, depending on the mode shift 

programs/incentives ultimately implemented. 
 
 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V. Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application: High if WSF forms a new system-wide 
TMA, which would probably be a good approach given only one terminal area 
(Seattle) has an existing TMA.  

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: 

 
a. Mukilteo:  Low 
b. Clinton: Low 
c. Edmonds: Low 
d. Kingston: Low 
e. Bainbridge: Low 
f. Bremerton: Low 
g. Colman Dock:  High 
h. Southworth: Low 
i. Vashon: Low 
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j. Fauntleroy: Low 
k. Pt. Townsend: Low 
l. Keystone:  Low 
m. Anacortes:  Low 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah:  Low 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  Colman Dock, since Seattle already has an 
active TMAs with a wide variety of programs. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 

Carry the strategy forward by increasing WSF coordination and collaboration with the 
Seattle Urban Mobility Group to improve WSF customer access issues (e.g. send staff to 
existing TMA meetings, promote existing TMA activities to WSF passenger, consider 
cost-sharing with existing TMAs on programs that benefit WSF passengers and achieve 
WSF operational goals). 
 
Depending on the success of this partnership in achieving WSF’s mode shift and time 
shift goals, pursue a feasibility study of formation of a WSF-specific TMA that would 
coordinate with existing TMAs in host communities but specifically focus on addressing 
WSF access issues. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Promote and market non-single-occupant-vehicle (SOV) modes of ferry access. 
 
Description:  Market and promote carpooling, vanpooling, transit, bicycling, and walking 
to access ferry terminals in order to reduce auto demand on WSF’s system.  Studies 
have shown that lack of information on transit, bicycling, and walking options and 
resources is a significant barrier to getting people to make fewer trips by auto.  For 
example, the Travel Choice Program in the Bay Area provided personalized information 
on transit, biking, and walking to 4,500 households, resulting in a 14% reduction in drive 
alone trips by program participants.  WSF could actively promote and market carpooling, 
transit, bicycling, and walking to access to ferry terminals in order to reduce drive-alone 
rates of WSF passengers.  Examples include: 
 

• Advertise bicycle and walk-on amenities.  Initiate advertising campaign to 
publicize pedestrian and bicycle promotions, connections, fare types, and 
passenger benefits on the ferry system.  Develop a long-term marketing plan.  
Develop and commit to a long-term multi-media, system-wide messaging 
plan that encourages preferred passenger behaviors and discourages 
undesired behaviors. 

• Promote car-free recreation/tourism information.  Develop materials for 
distribution to departments of tourism, SEA-TAC airport and other tourist 
destinations and organizations that advertise available connecting transit 
routes, cab services, parking and access to bicycles and other alternate 
modes from ferry terminals. 

• Provide additional transit, pedestrian, car-sharing and bicycle 
information. Employ a “mobility concierge” at all terminals to assist walk-on 
and bike-on passengers with reaching their destinations. 

 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  High, depending on robustness of the 
promotional/marketing campaign ultimately implemented. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low. 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  High, depending on 

robustness of the promotional/marketing campaign ultimately 
implemented and its effectiveness in promoting mode shift. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  Promoting non-drive-alone 

modes could result in a significant enough mode shift to make 
loading/unloading marginally faster (especially at peak travel times).  
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However, the primary constraint on loading/unloading time is the 
“bottleneck” of the boat itself. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Does not impact ticketing times. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium, depending on the robustness of 

marketing campaigns and the degree of the mode shift achieved. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Medium, depending on the 

robustness of marketing campaigns and the degree of the mode shift 
achieved. 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: Medium.  Regardless of the effectiveness of the 
promotional/marketing campaign ultimately implemented, making more 
information available about non-drive-alone modes helps WSF customers 
become more aware of the full range of their travel choices for accessing 
terminals. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium.  Depending on the robustness of 
marketing campaigns and the degree of the mode shift achieved, queues and 
associated negative traffic impacts could be significantly reduced. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: High.  Positive air and water quality impacts 
could be high if marketing and promotions are successful in achieving significant 
mode and time shifts. 

 
 
III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium. Additional funding and staffing would likely 
be needed. 

2. Capital costs:  Low. 
3. On-going operating cost: Medium.  This would depend on the robustness of 

the promotional/marketing campaign ultimately implemented. 
 
 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  Yes, the effectiveness of 
this strategy will require reasonably good transit, bicycle, and pedestrian 
service/infrastructure and wayfinding.  

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Although this strategy lends itself best to 

system-wide application, it could also be targeted to users of terminals where 
auto demand greatly exceeds available capacity. 



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 128 

a. Mukilteo:  High 
b. Clinton: Low. 
c. Edmonds: High 
d. Kingston: High 
e. Bainbridge: High 
f. Bremerton: High 
g. Colman Dock:  High 
h. Southworth: Medium 
i. Vashon: Medium 
j. Fauntleroy: High 
k. Pt. Townsend: High 
l. Keystone:  Low 
m. Anacortes:  High 
n. San Juans: High 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah:  Low 

 
3. What would be a good test route?  Seattle-Bainbridge. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward, in partnership with TMAs and other stakeholders (e.g. for 
car-free tourism:  convention and visitor’s bureaus, state tourism/recreation 
departments).  Initial steps would be to develop a long-term marketing plan to publicize 
non-drive-alone options.  Consider a pilot program to employ a “mobility concierge” at 
terminals with good transit, bicycle, and pedestrian access to assist non-drive-alone 
passengers.  Given the difficulty of targeting programs and promotions to users of 
particular routes, it is highly recommended to pursue this on a system-wide basis. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Increase provision of priority ticketing, staging, and loading for carpools and 
vanpools and expand the carpool definition to include non-registered carpools. 
 
 
Description:  WSF currently provides priority access for carpools and vanpools at some 
highly-constrained terminals such as Colman Dock and Bainbridge Island.  In order to 
incentivize more passengers to travel to/from terminals in carpools and vanpools, the 
agency could expand this priority access to all terminals current practices, especially 
where queuing problems are severe and holding capacity is constrained.  Via dedicated 
ticketing booths and “diamond lanes”, carpools and vanpools would receive priority 
ticketing, staging, and loading.  At the same time, WSF could revise their definition of 
“carpools” to include non-registered carpools, since currently only registered carpools 
get priority loading and access. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  Expanding the carpool definition and 
making carpool and vanpool access to and from the terminal more 
convenient would help encourage drive-on passengers to shift to carpools 
and vanpools. Additionally, time savings for carpools/vanpools could 
cause passengers currently accessing terminals by transit, bike, and on 
foot to shift to carpools/vanpools. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low. Does nothing to encourage passengers to 
shift to off-peak travel times. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium.  Shifting a 
portion of passengers who currently access vessels via SOV to HOV will 
attract new walk-on demand to available passenger capacity. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  While prompting some mode 

shift to carpools/vanpools could make loading/unloading marginally faster, 
the primary constraint on loading/unloading time is the “bottleneck” of the 
boat itself. 

b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  Some mode shift to 

carpools/vanpools could reduce auto queues.  
d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low, depending on the robustness 

of the mode shift achieved. 
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II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: Medium.  Since priority loading for carpools 
already exists, marginal benefits would accrue to existing carpoolers & 
vanpoolers. However an expanded carpool definition would benefit a 
significant number of customers. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Low, depending on the robustness of the 
mode shift achieved.   

3. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  Depending on the robustness of the 
mode shift achieved, could potentially reduce vehicle trips and related 
emissions.  These benefits would be offset if time savings for 
carpools/vanpools caused passengers currently accessing terminals by 
transit, bike, and on foot to shift to carpools/vanpools. 

 
III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  High.  Simply requires dedicating one or more 
existing ticketing booths and queuing lanes to exclusive use for 
carpools/vanpools, and a shift to the carpool definition is a simple policy 
change. 

2. Capital costs:  Low. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low. 

 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but the likely 
negligible mode shift impacts and operational benefits of implementing this 
strategy alone could be significantly leveraged by increased financial 
incentives for carpools and vanpools. 

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. An expanded carpool 
definition would be system-wide.     

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:   All terminals already provide some 

degree of priority loading for carpools and vanpools, but it could be bolstered, 
especially at terminals where auto demand greatly outstrips capacity and 
there is a large proportion of commuters. 

 
a. Mukilteo:  High 
b. Clinton: Low 
c. Edmonds: High 
d. Kingston: Medium 
e. Bainbridge: High 
f. Bremerton: High 
g. Colman Dock:  High 
h. Southworth: Low 
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i. Vashon: Low 
j. Fauntleroy: High 
k. Pt. Townsend: Low 
l. Keystone:  Low 
m. Anacortes:  Low 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah:  Low 

 
 

3. What would be a good test route?   Terminals with queuing problems such 
as Mukilteo or Edmonds. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 

Carry this strategy forward for its operational and customer convenience benefits, which 
can be gained at little cost or effort to WSF.   
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Provide hill-climb assistance for pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 
 
Description:  The geography surrounding many WSF terminals includes steep grades, 
which can limit the feasibility of biking and walking to access the terminals for many 
passengers who otherwise might be able to (especially passengers with mobility 
impairments and/or those that live within ¼ to ½ mile from the terminal).  Offering hill-
climb assistance to pedestrians and bicyclists via specialized “people mover” or “bike 
stairs” infrastructure or a circulator shuttle service to supplement existing fixed-route 
transit at terminals where hill climbs are especially steep could result in increased biking 
and walking to the terminals. 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium. Hills can be a significant obstacle 
influencing the decision to walk or bike. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low. No impact 
c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium.  By encouraging 

a shift to walk and bike on modes of access, excess passenger capacity 
will be better utilized. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  With enough mode shift, auto 

queues could be shortened. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  Any mode shift would be 

offset by additional capital and operating/maintenance costs for hill climb 
assistance infrastructure or circulator service. 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Positive customer impacts:  High.  Improves access for walking and biking 
passengers, especially those with mobility impairments. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium.  In addition to shortening queues, 
hill climb assistance would also benefit the surrounding community. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: Medium.  Making bike-on and walk-on 
access more attractive could potentially reduce vehicle trips and related 
emissions. 
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Low. People movers or bike stairs infrastructure 
would require designing, permitting, and/or constructing in public right-of-way 
of host communities. 

2. Capital costs:  High. Any uphill hill climb assistance requires mechanical 
devices or vehicles. 

3. On-going operating cost: Medium. Varies depending on particular hill climb 
assistance method implemented. 

 
 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but the likely 
negligible mode shift impacts and operational benefits of implementing this 
strategy alone could be significantly leveraged by increased financial 
incentives for passengers who walk and bike and partnering with host 
communities to build complete bicycle and pedestrian networks. 

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Low.  The strategy is only worth 
considering at terminals where surrounding geography includes steep grades 
that are so severe as to limit the feasibility of biking and walking for a 
significant number of passengers and it is not cost-effective to increase 
existing fixed-route transit service in hilly areas. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  

 
a. Mukilteo:  Medium 
b. Clinton:  Medium 
c. Edmonds:  Low 
d. Kingston:  Low 
e. Bainbridge: Low 
f. Bremerton: Low 
g. Colman Dock:  High 
h. Southworth:  Low 
i. Vashon:  Medium 
j. Fauntleroy:  Low 
k. Pt. Townsend:  High 
l. Keystone:  Low 
m. Anacortes:  Low 
n. San Juans:  Low 
o. Pt Defiance:  Low 
p. Tahlequah:  Low 
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3. What would be a good test route?   Colman Dock connections into 
Seattle’s central business district and Third Avenue transit corridor. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 

This strategy should be carried forward, but on a very limited basis.  Due to its relative 
implementation difficulty and associated cost, it should only be considered for terminals 
where the surrounding geography includes steep grades that are so severe as to limit 
the feasibility of biking and walking for a significant number of passengers, and where 
many nearby destinations and attractions exist within biking and walking distance of the 
terminal. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Expanded fare card coordination and marketing 
 
Description:  WSF’s Wave to Go electronic fare cards allow users to use their cared to 
pay their bus and ferry fares.  The cards significantly reduce ticketing time for walk-ons 
compared to cash fare payment, increase customer convenience and reduce the 
agency’s fare collection and verification costs.  In order to expand usage of Wave to Go 
and leverage the benefits to both customers and the agency, WSF could increase 
marketing of Wave to Go electronic fare cards, and allow users to use their cards to pay 
for bike sharing and car sharing, and expand the application of the card to additional 
connecting transit services. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

3. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  Making it more convenient to pay for 
transit fares, bikes and carshare vehicles can help shift customers to walk 
on and bike on access. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Does nothing to encourage passengers to 
shift to off-peak travel times. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low. It is unlikely that 
expanding the applicability of the fare card to new services, and 
encouraging expanded use of the cards, would alone incentivize 
passengers to travel at times or on routes with surplus capacity. 

 
4. Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  High.  Fare cards are more quickly processed 

at the ticketing window, so increased use of the cards would speed up the 
ticketing time.  

c. Reduces queue lengths: Low.  This strategy would do little to reduce 
queues. 

d. Improves operating cost per rider: Low.  A reduction in total ticketing 
agents may reduce costs somewhat, but some live ticket sales would 
continue to be necessary for non-Wave to Go riders. 

 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

4. Positive customer impacts: High.  Improves customer convenience. 
5. Positive community impacts:  Low.  No impact. 
6. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  No significant impact. 
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III. Implementation and Cost  
  

4. Capital costs: Medium.  Some initial costs may be necessary to support 
technology integration with transit, carshare and bikeshare programs.  New 
and/or additional automated card readers may need to be installed. 

5. Ease of implementation:  Medium.  would first need to coordinate with existing 
and new bikesharing, carsharing, and transit providers in the region to ensure 
that Wave to Go technology could interface with these services. 

6. On-going operating cost: Low. Labor costs are reduced and only replaced by 
any promotional/marketing costs. 

 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

3. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  Yes.  Requires 
bikesharing and carsharing programs to exist and be located in reasonable 
proximity to the ferry terminal.  Requires reasonably good transit service to be 
available. 

4. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

4. Potential for System-wide Application:  High. 
 
5. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: N/A. Applies to all terminals equally. 

 
q. Mukilteo:   
r. Clinton:  
s. Edmonds:  
t. Kingston:  
u. Bainbridge:  
v. Bremerton:  
w. Colman Dock:   
x. Southworth:  
y. Vashon:  
z. Fauntleroy:  
aa. Pt. Townsend:  
bb. Keystone:   
cc. Anacortes:   
dd. San Juans:  
ee. Pt Defiance:  
ff. Tahlequah:   
 

6. What would be a good test route?  Any terminal where carsharing, 
bikesharing, and/or where a good variety of connecting transit services exists. 

 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward for its potential to shift mode of access and reduce ticketing 
time.   
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Incentivize carsharing pods to locate at all appropriate terminals 
 
Description:  WSF could encourage less drive-on traffic by incentivizing carsharing 
operators like Flexcar to locate at all appropriate terminals.  Allows passengers to travel 
to/from their arrival terminal by vehicle when needed, without needing their personal 
vehicle, thereby reducing the number of vehicles driven on board and transported by 
ferries.  Incentives provided by WSF to expand carsharing could include offering 
new/additional parking spaces, promotional support, and direct financial subsidy.   
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium. Supports passengers’ ability to travel 
without driving on boats in a private vehicle, even when they need the 
flexibility of a car to travel to or from either the origin terminal or the 
destination terminal. Most effective for daily commuters on urban-to-urban 
routes who may need a car only infrequently.  

b. Encourages time shift:  Medium. May enable riders to walk-on, bike-on, 
or use transit during off-peak hours with the knowledge that a fast, direct 
vehicle connection is available at the other terminal. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium. May support off-
peak travel and walk-on ferry access. 

 
2.  Increases Operational Efficiency 
 

a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  No impact. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium. A significant shift of SOV riders to 

other modes could reduce queues. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider: Medium. Improves operating cost 

per rider if boats carry more walk-ons.  Could be offset by operating 
subsidies to support carsharing system. 

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria: 
 

1. Customer impacts: Medium. Provides another land-side amenity for riders. 
2. Community impacts:  Medium. May slightly reduce queuing. The carsharing 

service will be available as a benefit for neighboring residents and may enable 
ferry passengers to more easily access local businesses.  

3. Environmental impacts: Low. No net effect on emissions if private vehicles are 
still used to reach one terminal and carsharing vehicles are used at the other 
terminal. May have greater benefit if current drivers switch to transit or non-
motorized modes at one end of the route as a result.   
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Medium. While providing dedicated parking spaces 
and promotional support is simple, coordination with or development of 
carsharing services will require development of operating agreements. 

2. Capital costs:  Low. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low. However, WSF may have to provide a direct 

financial subsidy for operational support. 
 
 

IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work? Yes. Transit, bike/ped, 
and/or rental/taxi connections must be strong at the “origin” and “destination” 
terminal for this strategy to have beneficial impacts.  Strategies to continue or 
expand existing fare surcharge for vehicles would encourage more passengers 
not to bring private vehicles on board ferries at their “origin” station and utilize 
carshares at their “destination” terminal. 

 
2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness? No. 
 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Low.  Utilization is highest and 
operating subsidies lowest on urban-to-urban routes where a high number of 
WSF passengers are already members of the carsharing operators system and 
where pods will be utilized by community members when not in use by WSF 
passengers. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: 

 
a. Mukilteo: Low 
b. Clinton: Low 
c. Edmonds: Medium 
d. Kingston: Low 
e. Bainbridge: High 
f. Bremerton: High 
g. Colman Dock: High 
h. Southworth: Low 
i. Vashon: Low 
j. Fauntleroy: Medium 
k. Pt. Townsend : Medium 
l. Keystone: Low 
m. Anacortes: Low 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah: Low 
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What would be a good test route? Colman Dock. 
 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward.  Carsharing provides immense flexibility for travelers and 
may represent a noticeable cost savings for SOV commuters avoiding ferry fares.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Real-time transit arrival, departure, and connections information 
 
 
Description: Develop Geographic Positioning System to track the progress of ferry 
vessels and estimated time of arrival and departure; integrate this system with similar 
technology for arrivals and departures of transit vehicles connecting to terminals; display 
real-time information to passengers to allow them to coordinate connecting trips. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  By making transit access to and from 
the terminal more convenient (especially at terminals/times where transit 
service is infrequent), could help encourage passengers to shift to non-
auto modes. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Medium.  By making access to and from the 
terminal more convenient (especially at terminals/times where transit 
service is infrequent), could help encourage passengers to travel at off-
peak times. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium.  By making 
access to and from the terminal more convenient (especially at 
terminals/times where transit service is infrequent), could help encourage 
passengers to travel at off-peak times or on routes with surplus capacity 
(which correspond to terminals/times when transit service is infrequent). 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact.  
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  A significant shift of SOV riders to 

transit could reduce queues. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider: Medium. Depends on the 

robustness of the mode shift achieved. 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: High.  Provides passengers with additional 
information to make accessing the terminal by transit more convenient. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Low, depending on the robustness of the 
mode shift achieved. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  Depending on the robustness of the 
mode shift achieved, could potentially reduce vehicle trips and related 
emissions. 
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III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  Low.  In order to implement this strategy, WSF 
would first need to coordinate its own GPS system with multiple regional 
transit operators, many who may not have such a system.  In addition, a 
signage system for displaying such information would need to be installed at 
all terminals. 

2. Capital costs:  Medium.  Depending on the number of regional transit 
operators currently using GPS systems, new equipment may be needed for 
each bus/train. Electronic passenger information signs would be needed. 

3. On-going operating cost: Low. 
 
 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but would be 
leveraged by integration with other real-time information (e.g. parking 
availability and queuing, departure, and wait times) 

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High.  Note that while it is simple 
for WSF to make ferry arrival and departure information available at all 
terminals, real-time transit arrival and departure information depends on the 
extent to which regional transit operators are using GPS technology or WSF 
is capable of supporting its installation. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: Applies equally to all terminals. 

 
a. Mukilteo:   
b. Clinton:  
c. Edmonds:  
d. Kingston:  
e. Bainbridge:  
f. Bremerton:  
g. Colman Dock:   
h. Southworth:  
i. Vashon: 
j. Fauntleroy:  
k. Pt. Townsend:  
l. Keystone:   
m. Anacortes:   
n. San Juans:  
o. Pt Defiance:  
p. Tahlequah:   
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3. What would be a good test route?  Wherever GPS technology is being 
utilized, real-time arrival and departure information should be made available 
to WSF passengers. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 

Carry the strategy forward.  Real-time transit information is a highly cost-effective 
strategy for encouraging transit use.  
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Real-time parking capacity information. 
 
Description:  Display real-time parking access and capacity information on variable 
messaging signs in the vicinity of the terminal.  Make this information available to 
customers before they begin their trip, online and via cell phone. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

3. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low.  Some mode shift may be possible if 
drivers realize parking is not available at the terminal if they have other 
modes available. 

b. Encourages time shift:  Medium. Real time parking information provided 
in advance of arrival may encourage drivers to utilize lower-demand 
sailings. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low. Advanced 
knowledge about parking availability will enable new users who prefer to 
drive and walk-on to use terminals that may reach capacity occasionally. 

 
4. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Low.  No impact. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Low.  Some additional walk-ons 

may be attracted, reducing per rider costs. 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

4. Positive customer impacts: High.  Provides passengers with additional 
information to make more convenient travel choices.  If passengers know in 
advance that parking is not available, they may travel by alternate modes or 
at alternate times. 

5. Positive community impacts:  Medium.  Reduces cruising for parking and 
spillover parking impacts in host communities. 

6. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  Depending on the robustness of the 
mode shift effects, could reduce vehicle trips and related emissions 
associated with the “circling” of vehicles looking for available parking. 

 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
4. Ease of implementation:  Medium. Requires information systems, parking 

monitoring staff or systems, and information dissemination technologies. 
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5. Capital costs:  Medium.  Requires data systems, electronic signing, and 
possibly parking control equipment. WSF’s costs could be reduced by 
partnering with a private vendor that receives a revenue incentive from a 
small fee for premium services (such as cell phone text alerts). 

6. On-going operating cost: Low.  WSF’s costs could be reduced by 
partnering with a private vendor. 

 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

3. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but it would be 
leveraged by integration with real-time queuing, departure, and wait 
information. 

4. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High, but initial implementation 
should focus on terminals with constrained customer parking. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  

 
a. Mukilteo:  Medium. 
b. Clinton: Medium 
c. Edmonds: Medium 
d. Kingston: Medium 
e. Bainbridge: High 
f. Bremerton: Low (no WSF parking) 
g. Colman Dock:  Low (no WSF parking) 
h. Southworth: High 
i. Vashon: High 
j. Fauntleroy: Low (no parking) 
k. Pt. Townsend: High 
l. Keystone:  Low 
m. Anacortes:  Medium 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Medium 
p. Tahlequah:  Medium 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  Terminals with periodically constrained 
parking availability, such as Bainbridge or Southworth. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry this strategy forward.  Real-time parking information has the potential to increase 
ferry utilization, especially where parking is somewhat constrained. However, technology 
costs may not prove cost-effective, and little mode shift is anticipated for existing drivers. 
A pilot project at one terminal will help assess the cost-effectiveness of the required 
infrastructure. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Real-time queuing, departure, and wait information. 
 
Description:  Display next departure, wait time, and queue length information on 
variable messaging signs in the vicinity of the terminal.  Make this information available 
to customers before they begin their trip online and via cell phone. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Low. If drivers have other modal options and 
are not price sensitive, this information could encourage mode shift if 
queues are not consistent day to day.  

b. Encourages time shift:  High.  Real time vessel & queue information 
provided in advance of arrival may encourage drivers to utilize lower-
demand sailings. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Medium. Some customers 
will decide to ride off-peak sailings with available capacity. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low.  No impact. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Medium.  May encourage some drivers to shift 

to other sailings or modes, reducing queues. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  Low, depending on the robustness 

of the mode shift and time shift effects. 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Positive customer impacts: High.  Provides passengers with additional 
information to make more convenient travel choices. Improves convenience 
for walk and bike riders waiting in terminals. 

2. Positive community impacts:  Medium, This strategy could help shorten 
peak period queues spilling into adjacent roadways. 

3. Positive environmental impacts: Low.  Impact would be negligible.  
 
III. Implementation and Cost  

 
1. Ease of implementation:  Medium. Requires communications with the ferry 

and a queue monitoring system as well as information dissemination 
technology. 

2. Capital costs:  Medium.  An active queue monitoring system is likely to be 
necessary, as well as communications technologies. 
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3. On-going operating cost: Low.  WSF’s costs could be reduced by 
partnering with a private vendor. 

 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

1. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No, but would be 
leveraged by integration with real-time information on availability of customer 
parking. 

2. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 
effectiveness?  No. 

 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  High, but initial implementation 
should focus on terminals with constrained holding areas and/or severe 
queuing problems. 

 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability: 

 
a. Mukilteo:  High 
b. Clinton: Medium 
c. Edmonds: High 
d. Kingston: Medium 
e. Bainbridge: High 
f. Bremerton: Medium 
g. Colman Dock:  High 
h. Southworth: High 
i. Vashon: Medium 
j. Fauntleroy: High 
k. Pt. Townsend: Low 
l. Keystone:  Low 
m. Anacortes:  Low 
n. San Juans: Low 
o. Pt Defiance: Low 
p. Tahlequah:  Low 
 

3. What would be a good test route?  Terminals with queuing problems, such 
as Bainbridge or Southworth. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Carry the strategy forward.  Real time departure and queue information improves the 
overall ease of using the ferry system, encouraging greater flexibility by its users to 
travel closer to departure times or by a different mode. 
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Strategy Evaluation Worksheet 
 
 
Name:  Reduced schedule 
 
Description:  Reduce schedule frequency by eliminating sailings determined to be too 
expensive to run due to lack of utilization. 
 
 
I.  Evaluation Against Primary Screening Criteria 
 

1. Manages Demand 
 

a. Encourages mode shift:  Medium.  Many will be forced to other modes 
reluctantly due to reduced vehicle capacity. Reduced frequency may 
cause some customers to forgo ferry trip altogether and travel by other 
means (most likely by private vehicle).  

b. Encourages time shift:  Low.  Most likely impact is to shift some 
passengers formerly traveling on low-demand sailings to higher-demand 
sailings. 

c. Attracts new demand to available capacity:  Low.  Overall demand will 
reduce. 

 
2. Increases Operational Efficiency 

 
a. Reduces loading/unloading time:  Low. Does not apply. 
b. Reduces ticketing time:  Low.  Does not apply. 
c. Reduces queue lengths: Low.  Likely to greatly increase queues on 

many sailings. 
d. Improves operating cost per rider:  High. Greater utilization of 

remaining sailings increases efficiency.  Improved cost per rider also 
comes from savings due to reduced sailing frequency net any lost 
revenues from customers who forgo ferry trips.   

 
 
II. Evaluation of Secondary Screening Criteria 
 

4. Positive customer impacts: Low.  Reduces customer choice, convenience, 
and flexibility. 

5. Positive community impacts:  Low.  Could increase existing queues, 
reduce access to and from host communities, as well as limit economic 
development. 

6. Positive environmental impacts:  Low. Increased queues will cause more 
idling and congestion, negatively impacting air quality. 

 
 
 
 



Strategy Evaluation Summaries   

WSDOT Ferries Division Draft Long-Range Plan 
Appendix E4 
  Page 148 

III. Implementation and Cost  
 

1. Ease of implementation:  High. 
2. Capital costs:  Low. 
3. On-going operating cost: Low.  Goal is to reduce per-rider operating costs. 

 
IV. Interaction With Other Strategies 
 

3. Does this strategy need other strategies to work?  No. 
4. Are there other strategies that might compromise this strategy’s 

effectiveness?  No. 
 
V.  Applicability to Terminals 
 

1. Potential for System-wide Application:  Low. 
 
2. Terminal by Terminal Applicability:  Varies, but largely routes with 

significantly underutilized sailings. 
 

a. Mukilteo:  Low 
b. Clinton:  Low 
c. Edmonds:  Low 
d. Kingston:  Low 
e. Bainbridge:  Low 
f. Bremerton:  Low 
g. Colman Dock: Low 
h. Southworth:  Medium 
i. Vashon:  Medium 
j. Fauntleroy:  Medium 
k. Pt. Townsend:  Medium 
l. Keystone:  Medium 
m. Anacortes: Medium (in off peak season) 
n. San Juans: Medium (in off peak season) 
o. Pt Defiance:  Medium 
p. Tahlequah:  Medium 

 
3. What would be a good test route?  Routes with underutilized sailings could 

pilot test a reduced schedule to evaluate both operational and community 
access impacts. 

 
 
VI. Strategy Disposition 
Screen out due to negative impacts on customers and host communities.  Implement 
strategies to manage existing capacity more efficiently and achieve operational savings. 
 
 


