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SUBJECT

Proposed Motion 2015-0323 would approve the Interim Report on Ferry Expansion Options in response to a proviso in the 2015/2016 Budget.

SUMMARY

King County operates two water taxi routes, one between West Seattle and Downtown Seattle, and another between Vashon Island and Downtown Seattle. King County ferry service is funded by a countywide property tax levy, fares, and federal and state grants. In the 2015/2016 Biennial Budget, the King County Council approved a proviso requiring an interim and a final report on ferry expansion options. Proposed motion 2015-0323 would approve the Interim Report on Ferry Expansion Options.

The Interim Report identified 36 potential route combinations serving 17 potential terminal locations in Bellevue, Des Moines, Kenmore, Kirkland and Seattle (including Ballard, the University of Washington, Pier 50 and South Lake Union). Three routes were identified for further consideration, based on overall time competitiveness compared to other modes of travel and the cost of operation:

· Kenmore to University of Washington, 
· Kirkland to University of Washington, and 
· Ballard to Downtown Seattle. 

The interim report estimates operating and capital costs associated with these potential routes, and describes community outreach and feedback about the three potential ferry expansion routes.

The Marine Division seeks to receive Council feedback on this initial report in order to incorporate that feedback and any additional information requests into the final report. The proviso established a deadline of September 30, 2015 for the final report. However, In order to provide more time for feedback and development of the final report, the Council is considering extending the final report deadline to November 25, 2015, through its action on Proposed Ordinance 2015-0232, the budget omnibus.



BACKGROUND 

The Marine Division of the King County Department of Transportation provides waterborne public transportation services, transporting 467,119 passengers in 2014 on two routes. Those routes serve:

· Vashon Island – Downtown Seattle Water Taxi providing three morning and three afternoon trips during the commute periods; and

· West Seattle – Downtown Seattle Water Taxi providing seasonal (commute and non-commute) service April through October and commute service November through March.

Waterborne transit operations and funding in King County

In 1997, King County began operating seasonal water taxi service between West Seattle and Downtown.

In 2003, responding to a reduction in funding for its network of passenger-only ferries, the Washington State Legislature made statutory changes to facilitate passenger-only ferry service by transit agencies and county ferry districts. The legislature made further local government passenger-only ferry statutory changes in 2006, establishing a passenger ferry account to be used for operating and capital grants for ferry systems.

The King County Ferry District (KCFD) was established by the King County Council on April 30, 2007 (Ordinance 15739 as authorized by RCW 36.54.110). The KCFD passed a 2008 countywide property tax levy of 5.5 cents per $1000 assessed value (FD2007-06) to support an operations and finance plan to address Vashon ferry service, the Elliott Bay Water Taxi, a Lake Washington demonstration route, funding for studies of other routes, and shuttle routes and landside facilities.

The KCFD assumed in-house operations from the State of Washington for the Vashon Island to Downtown Seattle passenger-only ferry service in 2009 and began in-house year-round operations of the West Seattle to Downtown Seattle water taxi in 2010.

In 2009, in response to the Great Recession, the KCFD reduced the 2010 property tax levy to $0.3 cents per $1000 assessed value to provide property tax relief. The KCFD has renewed that levy rate each subsequent year. Between 2010 and today, the Ferry District has had an annual deficit between operating revenues and costs, and has been relying on fund balance and grant funds[footnoteRef:1] to fill the gap. The KCFD is projected to run out of fund balance by 2017. [1:  Grants have funded 70 percent of the Marine Division’s capital projects.] 


In 2014, the State Legislature[footnoteRef:2] authorized counties with a population of over 1 million people to have their county legislative authority assume the rights, powers, functions, and obligations of ferry districts. In November 2014, the King County Council adopted Ordinance 17935 assuming governance of the KCFD.  [2:  36.54RCW] 

History of ferry expansion considerations

Ordinance 15739 creating the King County Ferry District stated that:
The intent of creating the ferry district is to provide passenger-only ferry service to various parts of the county, including, but not limited to, potential routes serving Vashon Island, West Seattle, Des Moines, Downtown Seattle, North Bay, Magnolia, Shilshole, Shoreline, Lake Union, North Renton, the University of Washington, Kenmore and Kirkland. Depending upon the results of a potential feasibility study for South Puget Sound passenger-only ferry service, additional locations that could be served include Gig Harbor, Tacoma and Des Moines.

King County and the region have undertaken numerous studies of waterborne transit. In 2005, the county produced the Waterborne Transit Policy Study, which identified the conditions and circumstances under which it may be appropriate for King County to invest or participate in waterborne transit. The report considered potential operating approaches ranging from private operation, public-private partnership, county-owned contracted operation, and in-house operation. It also analyzed eight sample routes serving Vashon Island, Elliott Bay, Lake Union, and Lake Washington.

In 2008, the Puget Sound Regional Council produced the Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study. The study evaluated the viability of 33 passenger-only ferry routes within the Central Puget Sound region, including routes identified as possible pilot routes by the KCFD.

In 2009, King County produced the King County Ferry District Demonstration Project report with the intension of selecting three to four demonstration routes to begin service in 2010. The report was intended to screen for pilot routes that could be implemented within a year, focusing on environmental and land use considerations at terminal locations and near-term ridership estimates.

In November of 2009, work on the demonstration routes was suspended and the KCFD property tax levy was reduced in response to the recession.

On November 3, 2014, in order to guide water taxi service delivery over the next three to five years, the KCFD approved the 2014-2018 Strategic Plan for water taxi service (FD2014-05). Key strategies of the plan included achieving financial stability and exploring growth and partnership opportunities. Considerations identified within these strategies included:

· Using existing councilmanic property tax levy authority to fund desired level of service (pg. 6).
· Updating the study for expanding route options, creating criteria to choose the most viable options and updating the study to determine feasible routes (pg. 8).

In the 2015-2016 budget, the King County Council included a proviso requiring a report on ferry expansion opportunities in King County. Proviso P1 Section 94 stated:

Of this appropriation, $150,000 shall not be expended or encumbered until the executive transmits both an interim and a final report on ferry expansion options and motions that approve the reports and the motions are passed by the council. The motions shall reference the subject matter, the proviso's ordinance, ordinance section and proviso number in both the title and body of the motion.
The reports shall include, but not be limited to, an assessment of passenger only ferry expansion options, consistent with the ferry district's strategic plan, that builds on new transit options that are projected to be delivered through Sound Transit's University Link and other funded regional transit expansions being delivered in the next decade. This assessment should include assessments of facilities, service options and cost estimates for both capital and operations and community interest and readiness. The interim report shall summarize the work and results to date.
The executive must file the interim report and motion required by this proviso by July 31, 2015, and the final report and motion required by this proviso by September 30, 2015, in the form of a paper original and an electronic copy with the clerk of the council, who shall retain the original and provide an electronic copy to all councilmembers, the council chief of staff, the policy staff director and the lead staff for the transportation, economy and environment committee, or its successor.
Proposed Motion 2015-0323 would adopt the Interim Report on Ferry Expansion Options in response to P1 Sec. 94. Council feedback and requests for further analysis in response to the interim report would be incorporated into a final report. In order to provide more time for feedback and development of the final report, an extension until November 25, 2015, is included in Proposed Ordinance 2015-0232, which received a “do pass” recommendation by the Budget and Fiscal Management Committee on August 26, 2015, and will be before the Council on September 8, 2015.

2015 Interim Report on Ferry Expansion Options

Scope

The report is intended to assess the viability and feasibility of passenger-only ferry expansion options in Puget Sound and Lake Washington. It assumed service characteristics similar to the existing Vashon Island service, with limited peak commuter service operated only in the morning and afternoon on weekdays.

The report identified 36 potential route combinations and then did a preliminary evaluation of time competitiveness, resulting in 11 routes remaining. Those 11 routes were reduced to seven based on terminal location and transit connections. The remaining seven routes were evaluated based on projected farebox recovery rates. That analysis identified three routes for further consideration. These routes were evaluated for implementation requirements, such as vessels, terminal improvements, and maintenance needs; and next steps, such as agency coordination and environmental permitting.

The report also lists regional transportation improvements planned or under consideration to evaluate potential terminal locations that will be well served by existing or new high capacity transit (HCT), or have limited HCT connections.

Routes identified for consideration[footnoteRef:3] [3:  A visual representation of the 36 potential route combinations is on page 3 of the Interim Report on Ferry Expansion Options.] 


· Three terminal locations in Kenmore connecting to Bellevue and five terminal locations in Seattle.
· Renton to Bellevue and five terminal locations in Seattle.
· Two terminal locations in Kirkland to five terminal locations in Seattle.
· Bellevue to five terminal locations in Seattle.
· Des Moines to Downtown Seattle.
· Two terminal locations in Ballard to Downtown Seattle and South Lake Union.

Route evaluation

The 36 potential route combinations were first screened for travel time competitiveness compared to other available transit options. Routes with a more than a 40 minute round trip differential compared to available transit were eliminated from further consideration. Next the remaining seven routes were evaluated for ridership forecasts and operating costs in order to calculate farebox recovery, using existing water taxi fare policies. Routes not projected to achieve ten percent farebox recovery at startup and 25 percent farebox recovery at maturity (ten years after startup) were then eliminated, leaving three routes for further consideration.

Routes identified for further consideration

The three routes proposed for further consideration are:
· Kenmore (Log Boom Park) to University of Washington (Waterfront Activity Center)
· Kirkland (Marina Park) to University of Washington (Waterfront Activity Center)
· Ballard (Shilshole Marina) to Downtown Seattle (Pier 50).

Kenmore to University of Washington

The Kenmore to University of Washington (UW) route is the only potential expansion route considered that would have a positive travel time difference compared to existing transit connections. It is expected to be 17 percent faster than transit between Kenmore and UW, but 24 percent slower than transit between Kenmore and Downtown Seattle[footnoteRef:4], and is projected to have a farebox recovery ratio of 25.4 percent at route maturity. [4:  Compared to water taxi service transferring to Link light rail to reach Downtown Seattle.] 


The Log Boom Park terminal location in Kenmore is on the Kenmore waterfront. This terminal would have no onsite parking, other than a small parking lot for passenger drop off and pick up. The interim report assumes shuttle service to the terminal from the Kenmore Park and Ride, a four minute ride. The terminal is also accessible by the Burke Gilman Trail. Recreational attractions at this location include Log Boom Park, the fishing pier, waterfront viewpoints, the Burke-Gilman Trail, and a few nearby restaurants. The City of Kenmore is very supportive of having a water taxi terminal in their community and sent a letter of support.

The University of Washington Waterfront Activities Center terminal location is on the south end of campus near Husky Stadium. The area is well-served by connecting transit and is a six minute walk from the University of Washington light rail station. Walk times between the terminal and campus job sites range from five to 25 minutes. The Burke-Gilman Trail is a quarter mile away. No on-site parking would be available. Potential recreational appeal at this location include Husky Stadium game day events (outside of currently proposed service hours), public rowboat and canoe rental, the Burke-Gilman Trail, University of Washington, and the University District. The University of Washington expressed a number of concerns that would need to be addressed in order to use this terminal location. Specific concerns included:

· Impact to and conflicts with UW’s rowing program serving 150-300 daily rowers.
· Coordination of design with the University Landscape Architect.
· Prevention of public vehicle access to the dock area.
· Addition of a pedestrian connection to the Sound Transit station, and concerns about steep grades and pedestrian safety in parking lots between the two locations.
· Provision of a direct pedestrian and bicycle connection along an improved 2.1 mile waterfront trail to the UW Medical Center.
· Coordination with the recreational small boat operations at the Waterfront Activity Center (WAC).
· Rebuilt WAC docks would need to accommodate existing small boat and boat moorage in additional to water taxis.
· Negotiation of a temporary license for water taxi use of UW property.
· Request to consider expanding service for Husky football games.
· Request for consideration of connecting service to UW Bothell via the Kenmore dock.
· Concern about increase in U-PASS contract costs without increasing trip reduction (due to a shift of U-PASS users from lower cost bus transit service to higher cost water taxi service), and request for a commitment to minimize this financial risk.
· Maintaining good relations with other waterfront users neighboring UW.

Kirkland to University of Washington

The Kirkland to University of Washington ferry route is expected to have a round trip 12 to 24 percent slower than transit alternatives and is projected to have a farebox recovery rate of 31.2 percent at route maturity.

The Kirkland Marina Park terminal location is located in the Kirkland Central Business District. There would be no onsite parking at this location although there are nearby commercial parking lots. No shuttle service is assumed for this location as it is an eight minute walk from the Kirkland Transit Center which is well-served by transit. Recreational attractions at this location include the Kirkland Marina which includes a summer concert series and a summer farmer’s market; the Kirkland Central Business District which includes restaurants, shops, galleries, and parks; and the Kirkland Art Center. According to the interim report, the City of Kirkland was neutral on the potential of passenger ferry service from this location. Specific concerns were around users parking downtown and adding to congestion.

See the section above for a discussion of the University of Washington terminal location.

Ballard to Downtown Seattle

The Ballard to Downtown ferry route is expected to have a round trip 38 percent slower than available transit options and is projected to have a farebox recovery rate of 28.8 percent.

The Shilshole Bay Marina terminal location in Ballard is located about 1.5 miles away from the Ballard commercial center and industrial jobs along the waterfront. The interim report assumes onsite parking at the Ballard terminal. The location is also near the Burke-Gilman Trail. The location does not have transit access and the street network provides limited points of access to the terminal. If parking is not available at this location, this potential expansion route may no longer be feasible, according to the interim report. Recreational attractions at Shilshole include Golden Gardens, which is a three-quarter mile walk or bike ride along the Burke-Gilman Trail, waterfront restaurants, and the Burke-Gilman Trail. Minor capital improvements would be needed at this location. The Port of Seattle expressed positive interest in ferry service at this location if a few concerns could be addressed, and indicated a willingness to consider use of parking by ferry passengers. Specific Port of Seattle concerns included:

· Conflicts with seasonal marina traffic.
· Management of parking.
· Consideration of more central dock location within marina.

The City of Seattle was neutral on the potential of passenger ferry service from this location and expressed potential concern about the use of parking at the marina by ferry passengers[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  Interim Report on Ferry Expansion Options, Pg. 18 ] 


The Pier 50 terminal location in Downtown Seattle is located near the south end of downtown Seattle and serves as the terminal location for King County’s existing water taxi services. Downtown Seattle is the largest employment center in the region, and a great number of those jobs are accessible by a short walk or bus ride from this terminal location. Transit connections are also available for surrounding job sites such as South Lake Union and First Hill/Capitol Hill. Recreational attractions include a large number of dining, entertainment, and cultural attractions, including the Seattle Aquarium, the Great Wheel, and Pioneer Square.



Routes not recommended for further consideration

A number of routes serving alternative terminal locations in communities were eliminated due to travel time differentials or because of the existence of a superior terminal location nearby. Of the routes that met the travel time differential screening criteria, the following were eliminated based on projected farebox recovery ratios below 25 percent at route maturity:

· Kenmore to Bellevue
· Renton to Bellevue
· Bellevue to UW
· Des Moines to Downtown Seattle

Due to a combination of low projected ridership and high projected operating costs mostly associated with the need to provide shuttle service at several of these locations, these routes are projected to have farebox recovery ratios ranging from 6.8 percent to seventeen percent at route maturity.

Implementation requirements

The routes proposed for further consideration would each require the purchase or lease of a 150-passenger or less vessel capable of sustaining a cruising speed of 35 knots. They would also require terminal improvements ranging from minor at Shilshole, Kirkland Marina, and Log Boom, to extensive at the University of Washington (UW) Waterfront Activity Center where the gangway and float would need to be completely replaced with a new structure. Pier 50 would require no additional capital improvements to accommodate an expansion route. Total capital cost estimates (assuming a vessel acquisition) are as follows:

· Kemore to UW: $9.1 million
· Kirkland to UW: $8.6 million
· Ballard to Downtown Seattle: $5.3 million

Each terminal location, with the exception of Pier 50, would require environmental permitting, design, and construction prior to beginning service. Table 1 shows the estimated time that would be required to complete terminal infrastructure project from environmental review through construction, as well as the breakdown of terminal improvement infrastructure costs as components of the total capital cost estimates shown above.

Table 1. Expansion terminal capital costs and timeframe
	Expansion terminal capital projects
	Estimated cost
	Estimated time

	University of Washington Terminal
	$3,301,000
	3.25 years

	Kenmore Terminal
	$814,000
	0.5 years

	Kirkland Terminal
	$350,000
	0.75 years

	Ballard Terminal
	$350,000
	0.75 years



Table 2 below shows the estimated annual operating costs of each expansion route.

Table 2. Expansion route operating cost estimates
	Expansion route
	Est. operating costs

	Kenmore to UW
	$1,920,000

	Kirkland to UW
	$1,510,000

	Ballard to Downtown
	$1,520,000



Equity and social justice

The report used concepts and metrics from the 2015 Determinants of Equity Report to determine densities of Equity of Social Justice (ESJ) populations within the water taxi ridership capture area. High ESJ densities were found in the ridership capture areas for Renton and Des Moines routes. These routes were eliminated from further consideration under the evaluation criteria described above. The report states that ESJ communities that would be served by these potential routes either currently or will have better transit alternatives available on a service and cost basis compared to the service levels and passenger costs assumed on the ferry expansion routes under consideration.

ANALYSIS

Organization of Analysis

The analysis section of this staff report is organized around raising issues of consideration related to the ferry passenger expansion options provided in the interim report in order to identify Councilmember’s questions and additional informational needs for development and analysis of the final report.  The areas of consideration include:

· Ferry market characteristics
· Screening criteria and thresholds
· Equity and social justice
· Ridership forecasting
· System integration
· Operating and capital costs
· Community outreach
· Environmental impacts
· Safety impacts
· Financial planning
  
Consistency with Proviso Requirements

The proviso required “an assessment of passenger-only ferry expansion options, consistent with the ferry district's strategic plan, that builds on new transit options that are projected to be delivered through Sound Transit's University Link and other funded regional transit expansions being delivered in the next decade.” The assessment was to evaluate facilities and service options. It was also to include capital and operations cost estimates and an assessment of community interest and readiness. The interim report appears to satisfy the proviso requirements. 

Ferry Market Considerations

The ferry expansion routes identified for further study are currently served by existing Metro and Sound Transit bus service. According to the Marine Division, water taxi service provides the following advantages compared to alternative transportation modes: 
· Increased reliability and predictability of travel times, 
· Increased passenger comfort and appeal, and 
· The potential to attract recreational riders. 

It is also important to consider travel time, frequency, and cost comparisons to existing and planned transit options when considering the viability of any potential route. 

The interim report assumed all expansion routes evaluated would provide three AM peak round trips and three PM peak round trips on weekdays, which compares to the service level provided on King County’s Vashon Water Taxi. Commute service does not explicitly serve recreational users or non-peak trips. In comparison, the West Seattle water taxi provides all day, evening, and weekend service between April and October and averages 58 percent more ridership during that time than in November through March. In fact, according to the Marine Division, analysis of ridership data for the existing West Seattle/Downtown Water Taxi indicates that a majority of trips are non-commute and that the Water Taxi created new demand for recreational travel that did not previously exist. Operating seasonal all day and weekend service, the West Seattle Water Taxi was able to achieve a 28.5 percent farebox recovery rate in 2014. 

The interim report did not examine whether there was sufficient demand on potential expansion routes to support seasonal, all day, evening, or weekend service or how such service levels would impact ridership and costs.

Committee considerations:
· Is more information desired in order to better understand the potential market and transportation network purposes the expansion ferry routes would serve?
· Should the study evaluate additional service level options (such as all day and/or seasonal)?

Screening Criteria and Threshold Considerations

According to the consultants for the interim report, the primary factors a commuter considers in determining their mode of travel include travel time, accessibility, cost, and rider experience, as discussed in the previous section.

Travel time was the first criteria used in the interim report to screen potential ferry expansion routes. The screening threshold was set at 40 minutes or less travel time differential compared to existing and planned transit options. For comparison, King County’s existing water taxi services provide comparable or negative (meaning faster than the alternative) travel time differentials while the expansion routes identified for further consideration take 21 to 29 minutes longer per round trip to reach Downtown Seattle than the alternatives. Councilmembers may wish to understand more about why the 40 minute threshold was chosen and how riders balance tradeoffs such as rider experience with travel time in choosing travel modes.

The second screening criteria for evaluating ferry expansion routes was projected farebox recovery rates, which is determined by combining ridership projections and estimated operating costs. The threshold was set at 25 percent farebox recovery rate at route maturity, defined as ten years after implementation. This threshold was chosen because this is the farebox recovery policy standard set for Metro Transit by the King County Council. For comparison, King County’s existing water taxi routes achieved a combined farebox recovery rate of 31.5 percent. Ten years was chosen as the length of time for reaching this threshold because according to the Marine Division, analysis shows that ridership gains on the West Seattle Water Taxi leveled off within a similar timeframe, indicating that was the approximate length of time for a new service to capture its full ridership potential.

It may be useful to consider what methods other passenger only ferry systems such as New York and San Francisco have used to evaluate service options in order to have context for considering the screening criteria and thresholds used in the interim report.

Committee considerations:
· Should the study include different evaluation criteria and/or screening thresholds?
· Is more information desired about route screening criteria and thresholds used by other passenger only ferry systems across the country?

Equity and Social Justice Considerations

An ESJ lens was applied to potential expansion routes, and it was determined that although two potential terminal locations, Renton and Des Moines, would serve high densities of ESJ populations, those riders are better served by existing or planned transit options which are more affordable and provide better service levels.

The criteria used to screen potential ferry expansion routes did not give weight to whether a route served ESJ populations. In contrast, Metro Transit’s Service Guidelines considers service to low income and minority populations as one of the criteria used to prioritize service investments needs within the system.

Committee consideration:
· Should the report incorporate additional considerations for service to ESJ populations within the screening of the ferry expansion routes?

Ridership Forecasting Considerations

As ridership projections play an important role in the determining the farebox recovery rates used to screen the viability of potential routes, and will likely play a key role Councilmembers’ decision making about potential ferry expansion routes, it is prudent to analyze the ridership forecasts provided in the interim report. Following is analysis of two issues related to ridership forecasts: the basis used to determine ridership projections and a comparison of interim report ridership projections to those in previous studies.

Basis of Ridership Projections

The interim report used a market analysis approach to projecting ridership. This approach involved using Puget Sound Regional Council’s travel demand model to determine trip demand in each market, and then used the experience of the West Seattle Water Taxi to determine the likely trip capture rate and recreational ridership in each market. Table 3 shows expansion route ridership numbers in comparison with King County’s current, "mature" water taxi operations.

Table 3. Existing and expansion route ridership comparison
	Existing route
	Actual ridership

	West Seattle to Downtown Seattle
	282,662

	Vashon to Downtown Seattle
	184,457

	Expansion route
	Projected ridership at route maturity

	Kenmore to UW
	119,210

	Kirkland to UW
	115,625

	Ballard to Downtown Seattle
	107,175



This comparison shows that the expansion routes under consideration are projected to carry between 35 percent and 62 percent fewer riders at maturity than King County’s existing mature routes (see table above). However, it is notable that the markets for the expansion ferry routes under consideration have different characteristics from the King County’s existing water taxi markets. For example, Vashon has few competing travel modes as ferry travel is the only way on and off the island. 

The interim report used the West Seattle route as the baseline for the market analysis used to determine ridership projections. However, it too has several factors that make it unique from the expansion routes under consideration:
· The West Seattle Water Taxi offers significantly more service between April and October than what is currently being considered for expansion routes.
· It offers competitive travel times compared to transit alternatives while the other routes take 12 percent to 39 percent longer than transit alternatives with the exception of Kenmore to UW.
· The effect on ridership from the traffic impacts of the viaduct construction project currently underway is not yet fully known.

Because of these variations between the West Seattle and potential expansion routes, additional information and analysis may be desired to determine whether, in using the West Seattle route as a basis for expansion route ridership projections, sufficient adjustments were made to account for the differences between West Seattle and expansion routes.



Ferry Expansion Study Ridership Projection Comparison

A number of studies evaluating passenger-only ferry expansion routes have been undertaken within the past decade. Table 4 below compares the ridership projections within these studies. With the exception of the Kirkland to UW route, the ridership projections in the 2015 interim report are 35 percent to 96 percent higher than projections from previous ferry expansion studies. The estimates are based on somewhat varying methodologies and differing service levels.

Table 4. Comparison of ferry expansion studies ridership projections
	Kenmore to UW

	  
	2005 KC study
	2008 PSRC study
	2009 KC study
	2015 KC report

	Est. 2010/2015[footnoteRef:6] ridership[footnoteRef:7] [6:  The 2005 King County Waterborne Transit Policy Study provided annual ridership estimates for 2015 and 2030. The 2009 King County Ferry District Demonstration Project provided ridership estimates for 2010. The report provided daily ridership estimates for summer (April-October) and non-summer (November-March) which were averaged and annualized to provide annual ridership estimates for these tables. The 2015 Interim Report on Ferry Expansion Options provided annual ridership estimates for 2015 and 2025.]  [7:  The studies used similar peak only service level assumptions, with the exception of Kirkland to UW, in calculating ridership projections. The 2005 and 2009 studies assumed weekday peak service for two four-hour operating periods per day, while the 2008 study assumed service levels matching the demand projected, varying from nine daily round trips for Kirkland-UW to four daily round trips for Kenmore-UW and Ballard-Downtown Seattle. The 2015 ridership estimates assumed two three-hour operating periods per day.] 

	NA
	NA
	23,716
	57,148

	Est. 2025/2030[footnoteRef:8] ridership [8:  The 2005 King County Waterborne Transit Policy Study provided annual ridership estimates for 2015 and 2030. The 2008 Puget Sound Regional Passenger-Only Ferry Study provided annual ridership estimates for 2030. The 2015 Interim Report on Ferry Expansion Options provided annual ridership estimates for 2015 and 2025.] 

	NA
	4,840
	NA
	119,210

	Kirkland to UW

	
	2005 KC study
	2008 PSRC study
	2009 KC study
	2015 KC report

	Est. 2010/2015 ridership
	223,700[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Insufficient information is available within the 2005 King County Waterborne Transit Policy Study to determine why ridership projections for Kirkland to UW were so much higher than projections in subsequent studies.] 

	NA
	34,485
	56,666

	Est. 2025/2030 ridership
	285,200
	100,914
	NA
	115,625

	Ballard to Downtown Seattle

	
	2005 KC study
	2008 PSRC study
	2009 KC study
	2015 KC report

	Est. 2010/2015 ridership
	NA
	NA
	38,599
	59,433

	Est. 2025/2030 ridership
	NA
	4,840
	NA
	107,175



According to the Marine Division, the differences between ridership projections can be accounted for by:
· Methodology differences—the 2009 and 2015 studies used a market-based approach that used experience based on the West Seattle Water Taxi ridership to project market capture rates and recreational riders, while the 2005 and 2008 studies used a travel demand model that, according to consultants for the interim report, was less sensitive to capturing ferry and recreational riders.
· Historical and anticipated increases in transit ridership—increased ridership on the West Seattle Water Taxi between 2008 and 2014, increased regional transit ridership between 2008 and 2015, and more transit projects (such as University Link) coming in the future all increase the projections for the potential market capture of the proposed ferry routes compared to earlier projections.  For example, actual annual 2014 ridership on the West Seattle and Vashon Water Taxis was 17 and 16 percent higher, respectively, than the 2008 PSRC study projected ridership for 2030[footnoteRef:10]. [10:  The 2008 PSRC study projected annual 2030 ridership for West Seattle passenger only ferry service of 240,900 compared to actual 2014 ridership of 282,662. The 2008 PSRC study projected annual 2030 ridership for Vashon passenger only ferry service of 155,168 compared to actual 2014 ridership of 184,457.] 


Given the wide variation between ridership estimates in previous studies compared to the 2015 interim report, it may be helpful to have additional information and analysis to compare the projections and determine the reasonableness of the ridership estimates in the interim report.

Committee considerations:
· Should the study include sensitivity analysis of ridership methodology and projections to aid in evaluating how the differences between West Seattle and expansion route services may affect ridership projections?
· Is further information and analysis needed to determine the validity of ridership projections presented in the interim report, given the variations between ridership projections across expansion studies?

System Integration Considerations

The ridership projections provided in interim report includes analysis of the accessibility of terminal locations to potential customers, based on several assumptions, including: 

· Shuttle service would be provided between the Kenmore Park-and-Ride and the Kenmore ferry terminal location,
· The Kirkland terminal location would have no shuttle or parking requirements as it is served by the Kirkland Transit Center, and 
· Marina parking could be available to ferry customers at the Ballard terminal location. 

For comparison, shuttle service is provided by the Marine Division for the West Seattle Water Taxi, and the Vashon Water Taxi is served by a park-and-ride and two Metro bus routes.

In Kenmore, there are capacity issues at the Kenmore Park-and-Ride. According to the interim report, the lot is 90 percent full by 9:00 AM leaving the potential for ferry riders to displace existing park-and-ride users.

In Kirkland, the City has raised ferry passenger parking downtown as an issue of concern.

In Ballard, it is not yet clear whether marina parking could be made available by the Port of Seattle and whether the City of Seattle would consider such use a violation of its policies prohibiting new park-and-rides in the city.

Issues such as these would be analyzed in an environmental impact statement (EIS), but additional information can be obtained without launching an EIS. 

Committee considerations:
· Should the report expand upon how riders will access terminal locations and job sites, what access barriers exist, and what access improvements may be beneficial? 
· Should the study identify specific parking options for a Shilshole terminal?

Cost Considerations

Operating Costs

The operating cost estimates provided in the interim report use King County’s 2014 financial data and include administrative costs[footnoteRef:11], labor, and maintenance costs. All routes include fixed costs of $1.35 million and vary based on fuel and shuttle costs. Table 5 below compares existing water taxi operation costs to the cost estimates provided in the interim report on a cost per trip and cost per rider basis.  [11:  The Marine Division states that additional administrative staff would not be required if one additional water taxi route were added, so operating cost estimates include 1/3 of administrative costs, dispersing the administrative costs among three routes.] 


Table 5. Comparison of existing and expansion operating costs[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Data provided by the Marine Division] 

	Route
	Operating cost[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Not including shuttle costs] 

	# of trips
	Shuttle costs

	Vashon to Downtown
	$1,829,081
	2,946
	

	West Seattle to Downtown
	$3,198,074
	10,438
	$569,530

	Kenmore to UW
	$1,780,000
	2,946
	$140,000

	Kirkland to UW
	$1,510,000
	2,946
	

	Ballard to Downtown
	$1,520,000
	2,946
	



This comparison shows that estimated operating costs in the interim report are comparable to the operating costs for the Vashon Water Taxi routes, which operates the same number of trips. It may be useful to analyze additional operating cost comparison figures such as cost per trip, cost per rider, and cost per nautical mile.


Capital Costs

The estimated capital costs provided in the interim report are preliminary, high-level cost estimates developed by the consulting engineers using current and previous project knowledge. According to the consultants for the interim report, the basis for conceptual level cost estimates for in-water improvements at the UW WAC were based on recently completed cost estimates for the Colman Dock Pier 50 terminal replacement project. Cost estimates for the minor dock modifications needed at the Kenmore, Kirkland, and Ballard terminals were based on cost information collected from suppliers and manufacturers.

The costs include $20,000[footnoteRef:14] to $500,000[footnoteRef:15] for environmental costs, 15 percent design costs, and a 30 percent contingency due to the conceptual level of cost estimates.[footnoteRef:16] It is Capital cost estimates do not include mitigation costs which could be significant at the UW Waterfront Activity Center due to the nature of the in-water construction, the environmental sensitivity of the area, and the concerns expressed by University of Washington. According to the Marine Division, mitigation costs could be 30-50 percent of the project costs.   [14:  Kenmore, Kirkland, and Ballard]  [15:  University of Washington]  [16:  Interim Report on Ferry Expansion Options, Task 4: Infrastructure Assessment, Appendix A] 


Committee considerations:
· Is more information about operating cost comparisons desired, such as cost per trip, cost per rider, and cost per nautical mile?
· Should the report include more information about potential environmental and mitigation costs?

Community Outreach Considerations

Community outreach and support are important considerations in evaluating potential ferry expansion options. For example, operating King County’s existing water taxi service involves use agreements with the State of Washington and City of Seattle for use of terminal locations. Terminal improvements have required close collaboration and permitting approval from these agencies, and replacement of the Seattle Ferry Terminal at Pier 50 is a joint capital project between King County and the state. Similar use agreements, approvals, and potential partnerships would be needed from the jurisdictions who own the terminal locations for potential expansion routes. Outreach with the public is importation for identifying potential issues with expansion route options and determining the level of support for potential service.

The Marine Division has contacted leadership from the jurisdictions where ferry expansion terminals are located and has received responses varying from positive to expression of concerns as described above in the background section. Questions remain as to whether ferry operations would be authorized by jurisdictions with concerns, and at what cost and under what terms.

The Report does not address potential or actual public comments from residents and businesses surrounding terminal locations.

Committee considerations:
· Should the executive conduct additional outreach to gauge whether ferry operations would be allowed by terminal jurisdictions and under what potential terms?
· Should the executive conduct outreach to determine public support for potential ferry expansion routes?

Environmental Considerations

The interim report identifies the environmental review process as the next step towards implementing a ferry expansion route. That process would identify environmental issues such as water quality impacts, threatened or endangered species concerns, tribal mitigation, and/or social or economic impacts. According to the Marine Division, the first step in an environmental review process would be a scoping phase to determine the main areas of environmental concern. These issues could be addresses through supporting studies such as a biological evaluation.

The environmental concerns between Lake Washington and Puget Sound routes would be different. For example, the question of any potential shore erosion impacts from wake wash could be raised as a consideration on Lake Washington, while according to the Marine Division, wake wash is not an issue on open waters in Puget Sound.

Committee consideration:
· Should the report identify potential environmental impacts in more detail?

Safety Considerations

Safety is an important consideration for potential ferry expansion service provided by King County. The interim report does not address potential safety issues. According to the Marine Division, passenger ferry service is regulated by the United States Coast Guard. The Marine Division has operating safety and security protocols in place for existing water taxi service that would be applied to any expansion service.

The terminal location at the UW Waterfront Activity Center has a high level of recreational waterborne activity. According to the Marine Division, experience with navigating water taxi service alongside paddle boarders, kayakers, and recreational divers at West Seattle’s Seacrest Park would be used to inform safety procedures for navigating near recreational users near the UW terminal.

Committee consideration:
· Is information desired about the safety and marine traffic impacts of ferry expansion routes?




Financial Plan Considerations

If the Council wishes to move forward with one or more ferry expansion option, detailed financial plan costs would need to be determined and funding sources for would need to be identified. Currently, the Marine Division’s existing funding through a property tax levy of $.003 per $1000 is not enough to sustain existing service levels beyond 2017. While it was not within the scope of the interim report to discuss the funding levels and funding sources of implementing one or more ferry expansion option, such a conversation would be needed before moving forward.

Committee consideration:
· When is the appropriate time for discussing funding alternatives associated with ferry expansion options and what further work is needed to support such a discussion?
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