
  
 
 

GUEMES ISLAND FERRY IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
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Task Force Meeting Attendees    Staff and Consultants 
 
Glen Veal, Task Force Chair     Michael Hodgins 
Jackie Wittman      Courtney Knox 
Jim Dugan       Rick Kiesser 
Dixon Elder       Steve Cox 
Marilee Fosbre      Karen Cade 
Sharon Schlittenhard       
Ron Panzero       Guests 
Steve Flude 
Carl Cady       Dyvon Havens 
Holly Bowman      Max Benjamin 
        Alan Bush 
        Joan Shaeffer 
        Susan Farrell 
        John Hovey 
        Connie Swanson 
        Tawnya Slavik 
        MJ Andrak 
        Jeff Garcia 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Glen Veal opened the meeting at 2:50 p.m. with the introduction of the Guests in attendance, there were also a 
couple of more guests than listed due to be arriving after meeting had started. Glen stated today’s meeting is to 
discuss the public comments from the November 15th meeting and see if there are any areas that need to be 
revisited by the Task Force. The meeting was then turned over to Courtney to review the Summary of Comments 
Regarding Preliminary Schedule & Fare Policy Task Force Recommendations handout. 
 
Courtney pointed out that there were three comments just received this morning and those are on the white sheet 
handout. There were a total of 29 comments submitted. The comments received are summed up on this blue 
handout that are going to be reviewed. Many comments received reflected a concern that the Task Force 
recommendations reflected little to no connection between the findings of the Management Operations Analysis 
Report and the Customer Survey. In particular people pointed to three items and they are:  

• There did not seem to be support in changing the schedule 
• There was a high level of satisfaction with the crew 
• Some interest in changing the end of day schedule 

With those comments there was dissatisfaction with the proposal overall, why was there so much time spent on 
the schedule, why wasn’t the end of day schedule addressed, and the proposal itself was just too complex. We 
also heard several reasons for delaying the implementation they are as follows: 

• Waiting until the IBU contract was completed 
• Waiting until the Management Issues has been resolved 
• Waiting for the infrastructure needs to be adequately addressed 

Several who commented suggested to do a trial run of the proposed schedule prior to implementation. Other 
schedule ideas included running continuous service and extending the end of day schedule Monday – Thursday. 



Other comments received included appreciation of the proposal, the work involved and the Ferry Committee’s 
efforts, in particular. Some comments reflected distrust of the consultant team, County management of the ferry 
system or the Ferry Committee’s ability to represent all users. In addition, at the community meeting, there were 
several comments made concerning the perceived inappropriate use of comparisons to other systems.  
 
Schedule Comments 
 
Comments received show concern with the issue of extending the schedule Monday through Thursday. As 
demonstrated at the community meeting, the issue is still divided. Many who commented were supportive of the 
schedule extension for work, school, social, civic activities, or personal reasons. Many thanked the Task Force 
for maintaining the current schedule day.  
 
There were concerns stated in references about the ability to run a 20-minute schedule, potential wear and tear on 
the vessel from running additional trips and the possibility of running service with an empty vessel. Some also 
expressed concern that the 20-minute schedule before 6 p.m. would not reduce the demand for extra trips after 6 
p.m. 
 
Several arguments were made in maintaining the existing schedule. Some of these arguments are: 

• Runs on demand. Do double and triple runs when needed instead of having a scheduled run 
• Doubles provide faster service  
• More services isn’t needed 

 
There were some concerns that it would be more difficult to remember the new proposed schedule. There were 
comments supportive of a fixed schedule and the proposed 20-minute service and cited the benefit of a holiday 
eve schedule.  
In addition to the comments received about the proposed morning schedule, several other specific schedule 
improvements were offered, including:  

• Moving long break that occurs between 7 to 8:30 p.m. 
• Winter Saturday and Sunday schedule should be changed to allow half hour service from 4:45 to 7:15 

p.m. 
• The 3 p.m. run is needed Saturday and Sunday year round 
• Offer a 9 a.m. and 12:30 p.m. run on Sunday 

 
Fare Revenue Requirement 
 
Several suggestions were received about costs elements that should not be included in the revenue requirement 
formula (Resolution 11939) including: 

• Fourth Crew person position 
• Ferry Manager position 
• Mechanic position 
• “Non-op” time and “leave wages” 

Several suggested that if these costs were not included the possibly there would not be a need for a fare increase.  
There were also specific questions in the comments regarding the interpretation of the bridge analogy – including 
how assumptions of costs and fees are determined (why certain positions are/are not included and the hours of 
operation, others agreed with the principle that ferry users should pay the full cost of operating the ferry. 
 
Fare Structure 
 
Most comments received about the fare structure were focused on the frequent user categories. Several comments 
were made in favor of the surcharge as a percentage. 
 



Many who commented on the discounts for frequent users urged no change to the existing frequent pass options. 
Some believe that the changes would discourage other modes of travel, encourage more trips, and there were too 
many discount options that are not necessary and in some cases were unfair to segments of ridership. 
 
There were other suggestions like changing the expiration of passes, changing the price, changing the number of 
trips, and other ideas like that, see the bottom of page 3 of this handout for more. 
 
Several commented that the discount offered to everyday users of the ferry would encourage more trips. In 
addition, concern was expressed about the lack of incentives the proposal offers to those who conserve by 
walking-on or bringing a bike if one has purchased a car & driver pass. One person suggested restricting the use 
of frequent user card to once per day or restricting the purchase of frequent user cards to one vehicle per time 
period. Other suggestions for frequent user passes included: 

• A motorcycle or other small vehicle category 
• A senior/disabled frequent user category. One person offered that the senior discount should be less than 

the annual frequent user pass. Another person suggested that the proposed $.75 discount for the 
senior/disabled car & driver fare should be greater. 

 
Non-transferability 
 
Several who commented reflected concern about the proposal to restrict transferability of pass and offered that 
users should be able to use pass for multiple cars in one family or that the pass should be attached to the 
individual regardless of the vehicle being used to cross to the island.  
 
Principle of charging for deck space 
 
Some of the comments felt that the idea of charging for deck space should also be true for passengers traveling on 
the ferry and offered that there should be no fare for the passenger in a car or that the same per foot principle 
should be applied to passengers in relationship to vehicles, assuming a foot passenger takes up less than 10-
square feet. 
 
Other ideas and questions received were: 

• Fare structure should include “overweight” component for loaded trucks for wear and tear of the dock and 
ferry 

• Keep the trailer category 
• Create a surcharge for use of the 6:00 p.m. to reduce overflow on the run 
• Raise fares across the board; raise all fares by $.50 
• Proposal should include some explanation of potential impacts of phasing additional increases 
• Can the hospital district reimburse the ferry for medical runs? 
• Is the ADA Resolution regarding the annual pass reflected in this proposal? 
• If costs can be contained or efficiencies can be gained, will there be a way to lower fares? 

 
There were a lot of suggestions for the roundtable or implementation issues. Issues included: 

• Cash handling and ticket collection 
• Extending the schedule day 
• Roundtable should operate only alongside a specific management transition plan 
• How to handle the school ferry 
• How will the cut off time be implemented? 
• How will the pre-purchased frequent user cards be phased out? 
• Reduce the number of vehicles using the ferry by increasing Skagit Transit services 
• Recognize the Guemes Island Ferry Committee as the elected representatives of the ferry users 



• Put signage up about the new motorcycle policy 
 
Dixon stated we should probably begin with the overlength issues due to comments received at the public 
meeting, stating not much of an increase compared to people fares.  
 
It was decided to start the meeting discussion with going over Carl Cady’s handout, GIFC Amendment to Fares 
and Schedule proposal – based on 11/15/03 meeting comments. Ron suggested why not go off of the original 
agenda or is there another agenda?? Carl stated that it seemed like the most concern was on the fares.  
 
Carl starts the review and discussion on his handout starting with the Fares category. Discussion was held on 
whether or not to omit the one-month fare pass and restructure which passes we should offer. Holly pointed out 
concerns she had with eliminating the one-month pass. For a family who is on a budget probably doesn’t have the 
monies available to purchase a longer-term pass.   
 
A motion was made to eliminate 30-day passes, this was seconded. After discussion on this motion a vote was 
taken and unanimously passes.  
 
Ron Panzero asked if all three fare passes have the same fee? Carl stated no and gave the breakdown as follows: 

• 3-Month - $57.60 @ 20 trips per month ($2.88 per trip with a 50% savings) 
• 6-Month - $74.80 @ 20 trips per month ($3.65 per trip with a 63% savings) 
• 12-Month - $104.00 @ 20 trips per month ($5.18 per trip with no expiration date) * No expiration date – 

to be used as an incentive to reduce cash fares at the dock. 
 
Holly brought up for discussion why not have a 3-month pass - $57.60 @ 20 trips @ 50% discount and also for 
the fixed income folks have a 3-month pass - $37.40 @ 10 trips @ 37% discount. Discussion continued on this 
topic with different views and concerns. Audience comment stated in agreeance with Holly’s idea of having two 
3-month passes with the different number of trips. There was also concern from the audience in reference to how 
does the Task Force know we are going to meet out fare recovery target of $500,000 with this fare structure? 
Glen stated that Carl has the answer to this. Also, you are going effect the state deficit reimbursement – which the 
Task Force has not thought of? Carl stated the present fares we use are very similar to what we have in the 
proposal and have consensual agreement on.  
Audience comment the Task Force has eliminated the low end of the passes why not eliminate the high end and 
go with the middle? Glen stated that there is no data about the annual user. Audience asked what purpose would 
the data serve? Carl stated that is one of the issues is there is no database to work off of since no data has been 
collected years prior. Audience asked you haven’t collected the data and the ferry has been running all these 
years without the data but now you need the data in order to continue? Carl stated yes.     
Dixon made motion to eliminate 6-month pass instead have two 3-month passes one with 10 trips and one with 
20 trips with discounts. This was seconded and a vote was taken and passed unanimously. 
 
Max Benjamin commented that in a recent newspaper article, Steve Flude stated that we are going to tighten up 
on the controls of these cards and these systems and things and when Max was doing some background work on 
this, he ran across an article where Glen, Al, and himself were at the Commissioners meeting in 1985 and this 
issue of controlling the use of the cards and the complexity of the cards and the fact that there would be some 
people not using these cards appropriately. Now what you are doing is multiplying that whole process by a factor 
of dozens. Glen stated that along with this there is the component that we have always accepted is the non-
transferability, which is an implementation issue that should address some of these concerns because it has been 
an on-going issue. Max responded that this had nothing to do with the length of the vehicle or the transferability 
issue, it’s the whole package he was talking about, the whole package is getting so complex that he would hate to 
be a purser. Glen stated this is why the Task Force is trying to figure out what can and can’t work and to make it 
simpler.  
 



Audience comment on the yearly pass that since there is no expiration date there wouldn’t be any data because 
you wouldn’t know how many trips have been used up.    
 
12-month pass has no expiration date. If fares change how does this affect this pass? This pass would still be a 
good pass. Holly stated that she doesn’t think many people would be interested in this 12-month pass and willing 
to payout $104.00. There was discussion on this, why not run it through a trial period and see how often these are 
purchased and then re-evaluate if this pass is needed. Glen took a vote on who is in favor of retaining the 12-
month prepaid passes signify by raising your hands. 4 voted to retain and 6 voted to eliminate so it looks like we 
are going to stick with the simplified version then. 
 
Michael moved onto the different size of vehicles discussion indicating that standard size for vehicles is 20-feet. 
If you start to have smaller breakdowns you have different vehicles under different categories and this will cause 
the crew to spend more time trying to determine the length of the vehicle and what the fare would be whereas we 
stick to the standard size 20-feet there really shouldn’t be any question about size. Ron made a motion to not re-
visit this issue since we have already discussed this issue to the fullest. This was seconded and there was some 
discussion on this matter. Glen took a vote for those in favor of this motion raise your hand and those opposed, 
this motion passed unanimously.  
 
Discussion moved onto the frequent user category. There were concerns if we leave the standard size at 20-foot 
what about the users that have 20+ foot trucks and have been getting by with the 20-foot fare how are they going 
to be affected? Dixon suggested letting the existing users that have been getting by with the lower fare be 
grandfathered in and let them use this fare for a certain time limit before they are changed. Ron pointed out the 
rule has been there all this time just not enforced so there is no rule change. Steve Cox pointed out that this 20-
foot standard has been in effect since 1989. Max stated that the suggestion has been made by the new schedules 
and the new tariff cards were printed that it be changed and the ferry committee at that time pursued that on 
several occasions and were told that it wasn’t worth the effort. This is what the resolution states 20-foot. Sharon 
pointed out that at the community meeting there were no comments concerning the 20-foot standard length and 
she feels this is not an issue. Holly suggested to change the 20-feet to 20-feet six-inches since we are basically 
doing that now per the memo that was submitted to the County Commissioners. Courtney stated that there is a 
recommendation on the table to change the 20-foot base fare to 20-foot six inches and this would open frequent 
user passes to 20-foot 6-inch vehicles and they would not have to pay the summer surcharge and this would 
address the concerns for those who are currently 20-foot six-inches. Courtney asked if anyone wanted to make a 
motion to leave the length at 20-feet or change it?  Dixon made a motion to stay with the 20-foot as the standard 
length vehicle. This was seconded. Glen then took a vote since the motion had already been discussed and there 
were no more requests for further discussion on this matter. All those in favor of the motion to have vehicle 
length be 20-feet and do not extend it raise your hand. 7 voted for and 2 voted against, this motion passes.  
 
Moved discussion onto motorcycle/scooter/motor bike frequent user fares. Steve Cox brought up the concerns of 
how are we going to determine what is considered a motorcycle/scooter/motor bike? It was discussed that any 
vehicle registered as a motorcycle will qualify for this fare category. Glen asked to take a vote on extending the 
frequent user card to the class of motorcycle/scooter/motor bike those in favor raise your hand. This passed 
unanimously. Also it was decided to use the same vehicle frequent user fare options as follows: 

• 3 months – 20 trips – 50% discount - $57.60 
• 3 months – 10 trips – 37% discount - $37.40 

 
Discussion moved onto the overlength vehicles. Carl presented his proposal about how these fares should be 
figured. In his observation we hardly ever load any vehicle over 25-feet in other than the center lane. When you 
have to load these overlength vehicles in the center lane you are limited your deck space and loading options. 
Max asked Carl how logging trucks would be handled since they come over with truck and trailer combination? 
Carl stated that since those trucks have to go in the center lane. There were some concerns on logging trucks how 
that fare would be determined with whether or not the truck is loaded or unloaded. Holly stated that this practice 



is already in effect. These logging trucks pay $25.00 and per the rule they are figured that they are stacked and 
this is charged that it is 65-feet and Holly states she has not seen one any longer than that.  
 
The following shows what the current proposal states for overlength vehicles and Carl’s proposal: 
     Current Proposal       Carl’s Proposal 
20-25 feet    $ 7.25       $ 7.25 
25-30 feet  $ 9.00    $10.00  
30-35 feet  $10.50    $13.00 
35-40 feet  $14.00    $16.25 
40-45 feet  $14.50    $19.50 
45-50 feet  $18.00    $23.00 
50-55 feet  $20.25    $27.00 
55-60 feet  $25.00    $31.00 
60-65 feet  $26.00    $35.50 
Over 65 feet - $3.00 per foot 
 
Audience comment included concern for now using frequent user card for truck and towing trailer and paying 
$5.25 with the proposal they would pay for a 40-foot length vehicle and have quite a fare increase. Max stated 
turn this issue another way is that you are charging a premium for the center lane and you are not charging the 
same for each of the various lanes across the ferry. Max and Al have taken stock trailers off and not be put in the 
center lane and instead be put in the lane next to the outboard side, therefore your argument about taking just the 
center lane is not valid. Glen stated that the basis for this is there are limited spaces available for these types of 
rigs and that trying to fit in this philosophy to carry forward on space available and it is compromised. The 
thinking going in was this that car/trailer space is the same and that is why we ended up where it was but trying to 
address the concerns of the fare revenue target in conjunction with where the axe is going to fall so to speak this 
is why Carl has brought this up.  
Max addressed Glen stating that the Task Force keeps throwing up the fare revenue expectation, we are 
approaching $400,000 in our fare revenue and if you are going to have only a fare recovery of $500,000 you are 
looking at $100,000 here and who knows what this revenue is, this is pie in the sky. Max doesn’t think that this 
$500,000 could be defended unless Mr. Flude in his statement earlier wanting $500,000+ has a resolution from 
the Commissioners in which they have set that standard. Max pointed out that the Task Force is only asking for 
$100,000 more than what is currently being received. Glen responded that this is true and the fare recovery target 
is $500,000, this discussion was interrupted by debate that this could be discussed later and the Task Force 
needed to get back to the items on the table, Max stated he raised a question to the floor pertaining to the overall 
vehicle length and as long as you are talking about changing it this much based strictly upon: 

• This mythical $500,000 
• The fact that you can only put these size vehicles in the center lane  

Max thinks there are too many questions there to be just kissed off. Glen stated that it isn’t a matter of that it is a 
matter of addressing the question about if we are looking at, aside from the fare target argument about the exact 
amount we have landed on principles that now have come under question. At this point in time there was a 
concern out there was that if there is a fare increase which is going forward, is it going to fall in the right places. 
With the comments that have been heard they focused on why these commercial vehicles paying more under this 
category.  
 
These are for winter charges. For the summer surcharge you would add approximately another 25%.  
Holly asked Carl if he had the data showing the relationship to the revenue target. Carl stated he had this 
information in a data spreadsheet and Glen added that these new proposed fares still meet the fare revenue target. 
There was lengthy discussion about this proposal and also the discussion at the community meeting some people 
expressed why aren’t the overlength trucks being charged more. Jim suggested that he thinks the charge should 
be the same for each 5-foot increment and not be different amounts.  
 



Joan Shaeffer commented that the agenda stated to review the recommendations for the fare revenue target and 
Phase 1 target and doesn’t believe this has been addressed. This comment sheet from the November meeting this 
$500,000 is highly arbitrary, this brought up many times during the meeting. Glen responded that the $500,000 is 
not arbitrary there is expenses that everyone agrees on do exist. The question is what context should they be 
looked at? The expenses that were included in the target revenue, we beat that around and then the endorsement 
of the bridge analogy and the particular items have been discussed and they were included as part of the initial 
interim fare target at the percentages of Resolution 11939.   
 
Dixon made a motion to accept Carl Cady’s proposal for the fares on overlength vehicles. Marilee seconded and 
Glen asked to take a vote on those who on in favor of implementing the new overlength vehicles category and 
accept modifications indicated by Carl’s proposal than the one we originally imposed raise your hand. This 
motion passes. 
 
Discussion moved onto passenger frequent user cards. Glen said it looked like by Carl’s handout that we were 
going to omit some passes to have fewer categories since this was a concern stated in the comments received. 
Suggestion would be to have a 1-year pass @ .75 cents per trip for 25 trips @ 50% discount and discontinue the 
1, 3, and 6 month frequent user pass. Dixon motioned to discontinue the 1, 3, and 6 month frequent user pass and 
retain the 1-year pass @ .75 cents per trip for 25 trips and this was seconded. No questions Glen asked all those 
in favor of this motion raise your hand, this motion passes.  
 
Max Benjamin asked what does it cost now for a passenger punch card? Carl responded with $18.75 @ .75 cents 
per trip. Max stated so there is no change and that is correct.   
 
Audience comment doesn’t think there is enough parking, lights, and safety for promoting walk-ons at this time.  
Glen responded that the parking lot project is progressing. 
 
Another suggestion was to create a new pass for walk-ons for 1-year with unlimited use with a price estimate 
$150.00. Dixon suggested this would be a great idea since there would be no cash involved you would have this 
pass to use. Several people agreed with this. Ron motioned that this proposal be considered at the roundtable 
meetings for discussion and this was seconded. Glen stated all those in favor of the motion to have this proposal 
be submitted to the roundtable, with the $150.00 being changed to a price to be determined at the roundtable 
discussion. A vote was taken and this motion passed unanimously.  
 
Glen asked Steve Flude what the Commissioner’s comments were on the Task Force preliminary 
recommendations, Steve responded that the Commissioner’s liked it, they thought the report was good. They 
asked several questions concerning the Monday-Thursday schedule ending at 6:00 p.m.; Steve thinks they are 
trying to sort it out it in their own minds if they like the ferry ending at 6:00 p.m. that was about all. Other than 
that they seemed pretty receptive to what proposals the Task Force comes up with.  
 
Due to all the items not being covered on the agenda, another meeting was scheduled for December 1st at the 
Anacortes Municipal Courtroom starting at 2:45 p.m. Steve Flude pointed out that this is the only time available 
to allow for time for Michael (Berk & Associates) to put final touches on proposal and have to the County to put 
on the agenda for December 8th in time for the public hearing on December 15th.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m.   
 
     
 
 
 
 
     



 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 


