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Ferry Unions Coalition Response 

PVA Expert Panel Report 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In March of 2010, Governor Gregoire asked the Passenger Vessel Association (PVA) to conduct 

a management review of the WSDOT, Ferries Division.   

In September of 2010, PVA issued 36 recommendations to the Governor for improving WSF.  

 The Panel members are members of executive management from one US tour company, Clipper 

Navigation and four US ferry system’s, Cape May-Lewes, Golden Gate, Staten Island and 

Steamship Authority.  While we respect each of these systems, there is an obvious omission of 

the 3 North American ferry system’s whose operations are most similar to WSF, Alaska Marine 

Highway System, North Carolina Ferries and British Columbia Ferries. 

The Panel made recommendations about management, vessels, terminal and vessel maintenance, 

finance, scheduling, labor, and customer service.  While the Unions agree with some of the 

recommendations made, there was once again an obvious omission; labor’s input into how and 

why WSF operates.  PVA spent a grand total of one round trip on board our vessels to observe 

how we operate. 

The Report was issued to the Governor and she instructed WSF to develop an Action Plan on the 

36 recommendations. 

In November of 2010, WSF issued their Response and Action Plan for the 36 recommendations.  

These Responses came at the end of a very difficult set of negotiations and eventual arbitration 

awards for the 2011-13 Collective Bargaining Agreements for all the unions at WSF.  Some of 

the Responses seem to be a vindictive in nature.   

Collectively the unions decided our input is critical for the Governor to review in order to make 

an informed and balanced decision on how to move forward with the recommendation.  Labor 

has over 24,000 years of maritime experience at WSF in the fleet, terminal and maintenance 

departments.  We have a wealth of knowledge about the intricate workings of our very complex 

system. That knowledge should be utilized to improve our ferry system. 

In December of 2010, PVA issued the Governance Study. 
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UNION RESPONSE 

The unions would like to thank the Governor for accepting labor’s input on the 

recommendations.  The unions offer this formal response to the Panel’s 36 recommendations and 

WSDOT’s 36 responses.  There are PVA Recommendations that we agree with and some 

WSDOT Responses where we are in agreement.  There are Recommendations and Responses 

that labor feels we are already doing the best proven practices, and that WSF is the “industry 

standard”.  The Recommendations and Responses labor disagrees with, we give the reason why 

we disagree and in many cases give an alternative to WSF current practice. 

Recommendations that require further analysis.  There is only the one Recommendation that 

this applies to, and the unions may or may not choose to take a position for or against.  

• Labor has not had sufficient time to review the Governance Study in its entirety, but we 

would like to reserve the right to comment on it at some future time. 

Recommendations with which labor does not have a position on.  Some of the 

Recommendations the Unions are not a stakeholder in.  These should be resolved between 

WSDOT and the Governor. 

• Labor does not have a position on whether or not WSF transitions to a zero-based budget. 

 

• Additionally labor does not have a position on whether or not WSF implements a fuel 

surcharge. 

Recommendations with which labor agrees with both the Panel and WSDOT.  There are 

numerous Recommendations that the Panel, WSDOT and the Unions are in agreement, and these 

should be implemented.   

• Labor agrees that a dedicated capital funding source for new vessel construction be 

identified and implemented.  This should have taken place shortly after the passage of I-

695 in 1999.   

 

• Labor agrees that an annual review of marine insurance policies for vessels, terminals 

and other ferry facilities should be examined for proper types and levels of coverage; this 

is in the best interest of all parties.  

 

• WSF currently has key metrics for levels of service, cost efficiency and safety, some of 

this is evident in the Grey Notebook.  On-time performance is 83%, this could be 

improved by rewriting schedules to allow more in dock time.  Our trip reliability is one 

the best in the world at 99.7%.  We must improve on tracking deck utilization numbers.   
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Key metrics for cost efficiency need to be easier to understand, WSDOT accountants 

have difficulty tracking their own data. We remain a bargain to tax payers, one of the 

lowest average costs per passenger in the world.   

 

Tracking injuries to passenger can always improve. 

 

• We agree with the Panel's analysis of the Cedar River Group’s (CRG) proposal to put 

vessels in the shipyard on 24 hour stand-by will increase costs. 

     WSF already enjoys the capability CRG is trying to achieve at the Eagle Harbor   

Maintenance Facility. 

• Labor believes that the emphasis on Terminal Improvement prior to 2008 was excessive.   

 

But we also would observe that redirection of Terminal Engineering to preservation 

work has not benefited the WSF vessel construction programs.  This is due to the 

elimination of the Vessel Engineering Department and transfer of those responsibilities 

to the Maintenance Department.  

 

This change is inconsistent with WSDOT organizational structure at headquarters and in 

regions. There is enough evidence of loss to reconsider the reorganization that has taken 

place. 

 

 

• WSF should investigate the fuel price management program that is used by Clipper 

Navigation or any other maritime organization.  This may make a fuel surcharge 

unnecessary. 

 

• We agree that WSF should seek strategies for reducing vessel out of service time in 

order to reduce dependence on spare vessels.   

 Reducing the average out-of-service time from seven weeks to six is not practical, given 

 the age of the fleet and future preservation requirements.  We offers several strategies  

 to help WSF reduce its dependence on spare vessels.  

• There should be a consistency cut-off time for loading prior to departure.  Two minutes is 

used in Anacortes, Seattle and Bainbridge Island.  The vessels stay on time and it will end 

the practice of showing up at the toll booth at departure time and making the passengers 

that showed up early wait for the ticket exchange at the toll booth. 

 

• Improvement programs, which ensure staff members who interact with the public, are 

performing at professional standards.  Customer service training, improved signage, and 
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vessel repairs will greatly improve the ferry system’s public image.  Ask the workers 

what they need.  They know best. 

 

• Create a mission statement and train to that standard.  Inform labor what the mission is. 

 

Recommendations with which labor agrees with either the PVA or the WSDOT Response.   

• WSF should develop a strong loss-prevention program for passenger and crew accidents.  

Injury rates among passengers are very low, however the maritime industry is extremely 

dangerous and the average age of a WSF employee is 52.   

 

Taking mariners out of the Jones Act to place them under Labor and Industry is unwise 

and more expensive.  There are no premiums to be paid under the Jones Act, and 

WSDOT still has the ability to care of their injured employee.  It is the state that makes 

the employee sue, most employees just want their wages and medical expenses covered, 

and to get back to work. 

 

• While labor does not agree with dry docking one vessel class like PVA suggests, 

WSDOT wishes to improve competitiveness of dry docking contracts. 

 

Develop a series of actions that will reduce dry docking costs and the statutory and 

logistical obstacles to cost reduction.  Analyze the consequences and benefits of each and 

devise logical proposals to remove them where it is in the best interest of WSF to do so. 

 

• A policy of automatic fare increases is a good idea, but they should take place at the end 

of the summer season, when the peak season surcharge ends in October.  This will have 

less impact on the travelling public, as they have already budgeted for the increased fares 

during the summer season. 

 

• We must seek new technologies that are more energy efficient, but WSF does not have an 

articulated fuel conservation strategy. 

 

Labor sees that many of the mechanisms by which significant fuel savings can be 

achieved are detrimental to other performance measures like on-time performance.  These 

conflicts must be addressed and corrected before meaningful fuel conservation measures 

can be implemented. 

 

• Evaluating the demand for extended hours of service and applying demand management 

tools is good in theory.   
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WSF recovers 68.3% of operating expenses through fares, one of the best percentages in 

the nation.  Creating incentives to travel on off peak hours could help boost that 

percentage, but creating and implementing a reservation system will only confuse 

customers and literally drive them away from our service. 

Recommendations with which labor does not agree.  Some recommendations the Unions 

determined that the recommendations would cause irreparable harm to our system, or they are 

simply just the wrong approach. 

• Masters are management’s representatives for the vessel and crew.  Staff Masters and 

Staff Chiefs are the representatives of management to the ship yard.  Making Masters 

Managers accomplishes nothing.   

 

Procedures, policies and contract language are all in place to accomplish what WSDOT 

needs from Masters in a cost efficient manner without creating more managers at WSF. 

 

The USCG recognizes the Master as the ultimate authority aboard any vessel.  Masters 

priorities are Safety and Security of the vessel, crew and passengers.  Management 

emphasis is on-time performance, customer service, vessel cleanliness and personnel 

management. Autonomy was given to the Master by the USCG so that he or she will 

make the safest decisions for the passengers and crew, without reservation and fear of 

negative influence and pressure from management.   

 

The Masters, Mates and Pilots contend that without present contractual protections 

Masters would be at the mercy of management and ever more reluctant to inform the 

Regulator or Independent Authority of safety issues under the protections of 46 USC 

3315.  

 

Federal Laws and Regulations are what make our transportation systems the safest in the 

world. Absolute adherence to WSF policy for financial incentives may endanger our 

passengers, crew, vessels and the environment. 

 

• Assigning the Master to a specific vessel instead of a route, will increase travel costs and 

decrease continuity and consistency with their crew.  Most vessel breakdowns result in 

vessel moves, constant shift changes for the Master will result in fatigue. 

 

• Modifying capital projects design and management structure to be in line with the so 

called “industry norm”, will increase costs and reduce WSF ability to deliver preservation 

projects on time. 
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• Studying the 5 to 10 year roster of capital projects and adjust the staff sizing over time, is 

simply unnecessary.   The WSF Preservation Life Cycle Cost Model shows that the 

preservation work load will increase by 100% in the next decade.    

Labor believes that this study would delay the actions necessary to ensure the 

preservation program is delivered. 

 

• The 60 year lifecycle has no practical effect on WSF expenditures and does not result in 

the beneficial changes our business model is in need of.  Strategically speaking, it a sheep 

in wolf’s clothing.   

 

Our position is that the Legislature should not undertake the difficult task of finding 

dedicated funding to support ferry construction without the complete assurance that those 

resources will have the maximum beneficial effect on the public interest.   

 

To this purpose we seek to participate in a collaborative joint effort between Labor and 

Management that would examine a range of alternative lifecycles and consequential 

policies which will produce the lowest total vessel ownership cost model available to the 

state.   

 

• It is not possible to support either the CRG Recommended Fleet Plan or the WSF 

Scenario A Fleet proposal, with only 22 ships over the next 16 years. 

 

WSF has requested 22 ships to support a 19 vessel service plan.  It intends to use one of 

the three ships as a “stand-by” vessel rather than as a vessel to support the maintenance 

and preservation needs of the fleet.    Having two vessels for maintenance support each 

year results in 730 maintenance days (2 x 365) per year distributed among 22 vessels.  

This equates to 4.74 weeks of out-of-service time per year.   

 

WSF needs a minimum of three ships or 1095 maintenance days per year to provide 7 

weeks of maintenance and preservation. 

 

• New vessel construction in Puget Sound strengthens our shipyard industries.  It gives 

them national prominence and helps to ensure sustainability of the industry. 

 

The preservation of WSF vessels consumes more resources than new construction.  If we 
lose shipyards because our ships are built in other states, the net impact on WSF may be 
higher costs associated with preservation than the new construction cost savings we 
would realize.  
 
The loss of shipyards would also hurt WSF scheduling flexibility.  The situation could 
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result in both higher cost and more restricted shipyard availability.  
 

• Labor appreciates the value the Panel sees in the Eagle Harbor facility personnel.  It is a 
unique workforce and WSF’s most valuable single resource.  Labor does agree that the 
WSF needs to rethink its approach to in-house maintenance.  To that end Labor has 
offered numerous maintenance cost reduction proposals in our response to the Panel’s 
recommendations.   

• Labor believes that the relationship between managers, supervisors and workers at Eagle 

Harbor is a model for WSF and all state government to emulate.  In the past WSF has 

chosen to empower the supervisor rather than to create additional managers.   

 

• Finding the right size crew for a vessel is established by the USCG when a vessel is built.  

Over the years, safety needs of WSF and its vessels precipitated an increase in manning 

via CBA’s. 

 

 The Panel recommends that WSF focus on safety, cleanliness of the vessels and 

customer service.   

 

Current staffing levels are critical to keep with all of the regulations in place and the 

policy and procedures (SMS) in place.  If staffing levels were to be reduced to COI then 

safety, ownership, and customer service will suffer.  

 

Let us not forget that according to Homeland Security, passenger vessels carrying over 

1000 passengers is the number one marine target for terrorism. 

 

•  Labor does not agree with eliminating the vessel engineering staff at night. 

 

WSF crews perform thousands of required maintenance tasks on their vessels each 

month.  Many of these tasks cannot be performed during vessel service periods; the 

machinery being serviced must be shut down in order to be maintained.   

 

PVA crews do not perform maintenance at night nor do they perform maintenance when 

the ship is in service, all their crews do is operate the ships according to the Panel’s own 

report.   

 

•  Labor does not agree that crew size should be reduced while the ship is out of service in 

a commercial shipyard.  It is a recommendation to reduce maintenance in order to save 

the cost of labor performing it.   
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We believe this is a poor strategy and is not an example of responsible vessel ownership.  

It is however very consistent with several other PVA recommendations to reduce vessel 

maintenance in order to create labor cost savings.    

 

Labor is disappointed that an expert review panel cannot provide more scientifically 

oriented arguments in support of its engineering and maintenance conclusions.   

 

• Labor would like to point out that one Kingston/Edmonds ferry carries more vehicles per 

year than all the PVA ferry systems combined. 

 

The Panel recommends that WSF change their loading and unloading procedures for 

bicycles and autos.  The WSF loading and unloading procedure has worked well and took 

years to develop and to train the passengers.  The last time there was a full scale loading 

procedure change was in the early 2000’s when the bicycle policy changed.  This nearly 

resulted in fights between passengers; it placed the Motorcyclists at odds with the 

Bicyclists.   

 

The crew was stuck in the middle, being pushed and spit on by passengers.  If big 

changes like these are implemented, expect more of the same. 

 

Final Thoughts 

If any of our responses are of interest or to you, the members of this Coalition would be pleased 

to explain them further; we would also like the opportunity to address the Joint Transportation 

Committee and further explain our responses. 

The members of the Coalition only want to be included in the discussion, concerning studies like 

the one PVA submitted; we have some of the solutions to many of the issues facing the busiest, 

safest, most reliable and yet oldest ferry fleet in the United States. 
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 

 
 

 
  

 Recommendation #1 

(#1) The Panel recommends that the State consider studying its ferry governance model to 

determine if opportunities exist for positive change. 

WSF will evaluate this further when the PVA Governance report is available. 

Labor does not have a position at this time as we are still reviewing the PVA Governance 

recommendations. 
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PVA Recommendation  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 

 

 
 

Labor Position 

 
In order to address the PVA recommendations and Washington State Ferries’ response, we will 
analyze only those responses, which we contend, are not appropriate or are skewed in some 
fashion.  Washington State Ferries begins their response to this recommendation with 
Background and Context on page two of their Response and Action Plan by attempting to outline 
the duties and responsibilities of the Master.  Obviously the Master performs many more duties 
and functions than outlined by WSF.  In support of its position, WSF quotes the United States 

 Recommendation # 2 & 28 

(#2)  WSF agrees with the Panel’s recommendation that the vessel Master should act as the 

management’s representative for the vessel and all of its crew. 

(#28)  WSF agrees with the Panel’s recommendation that alternative methods of building a 

sense of ownership amongst vessel crew should be identified. 

(#2)  The International Organization of Masters, Mates and Pilots contend that WSF currently 

has Collective Bargaining Agreements, Policies and Procedures in place that accomplish 

everything the PVA has recommended in a cost effective and efficient manner.   

 

(#28)  The International Organization of Masters, Mates and Pilots do not agree that being 

assigned to a vessel instead of a route has any benefit to the organization, but will provide a 

financial benefit to the Masters in the form of additional travel time and mileage. 

(#2)  The Panel recommends that the vessel Master (Captain) should act as the 

management’s representative for the vessel and all of its crew. 

(#28)  The Panel recommends that short of the Master being assigned to a specific vessel, 

not to the route, WSF should identify alternate methods of building a sense of ownership by 

the crew. 
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Coast Guard Marine Safety Manual stating that the vessel Master is “responsible for ensuring 

the safety of the ship, its crew, its cargo, its passengers and operational requirements.” WSF 
continues by quoting only a small part of Code of Federal Regulations 46 15.705 WATCHES, 
which explains what constitutes a “Watch” at sea and the requirements of the Master to provide a 
healthy environment so the crew receives adequate rest, are able to carry out their work and 
respond to emergencies. This regulation is also addressed in the International Convention on 
Standards of Training, Certification and Watch keeping for Seafarers (STCW). As stated in 
WSF’s response, “The United States Coast Guard recognizes the Captain as the ultimate 

authority on board any vessel.” Each Master or Captain granted “ultimate authority” also accepts 
something WSF and PVA have conveniently omitted or minimized from their discussions. They 
have failed to state that “ultimate authority” carries the burden of “ultimate responsibility”.  
 
All Vessel Masters and Mates have taken a sworn oath to protect and always consider the safety 
of passengers and crew first. The first part of this oath reads: “I do solemnly swear or affirm that 

I will faithfully and honestly, according to my best skill and judgment, and without concealment 

and reservation, perform all the duties required of me by the laws of the United States.” This 
autonomy was given to the Master so that he or she will make the safest decisions for the 
passengers and crew, without reservation and fear of negative influence and pressure from 
management.  
 
Negative influence and pressure from management comes in several forms. There is always the 
pressure of on-time performance. We challenge anyone to read the Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR), Inland and International Navigation Rules (COLREGS), Standards of Training, 
Certification and Watch keeping (STCW), International Safety Management (ISM) Code, 
Washington State Ferries Safety Management System Manuals or any of WSF’s own training 
manuals.  
 
As one reads through these manuals it becomes readily apparent that each of these laws, rules 
and regulations were written to protect the Safety of the Passengers and Crew, Safety of the Ship, 
Security of the Ship and Protection of the Environment. These Laws and Regulations must be 
obeyed and were developed and enacted out of circumstance, necessity and reason. The Masters 
and Mates adhere to these Laws and Regulations. As a result, Washington State Ferries is the 
safest Ferry System in the United States.  
 
Washington State Ferries Management perceives the Master’s Authority, current Laws, 
Requirements and Federal Regulations as roadblocks to progress when they should be embraced 
as building blocks for a stronger foundation of continuous safety, protecting life, our 
environment and State assets.   
 
Recognition of the essential contribution that the Masters make to WSF does not support a 
proposal to change their status to WMS band employee, that reasoning has been called into 
question by Governor Gregoire in other contexts wherein she challenged the rationale of altering 
employee status’ to WMS when their core function is not management but rather the 
performance of a direct service to the public.  In this situation, while the Masters are in charge of 
their vessel, they are also performing a key service to the public which would not be enhanced by 
a change in their status to supervisor. 
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On page two of its response, WSF openly insults and attacks the very integrity of the Masters, 
Mates and Pilots and its members by stating, “While considering the options presented in this 

document to require the Captain to act as management’s representative, one must keep in mind 

that historically the labor agreements were negotiated with the understanding that Captains 

retained the integrity attached to historical oversight and responsibilities.”  

 

The MM&P challenges this unsubstantiated generalization. Washington State Deck Officers 
duties have expanded exponentially with the ever increasing requirements involving vessel 
security duties, safety regulations, environmental protection policies and customer service. The 
minimum number of crew members required to staff each Ferry in WSF’s fleet was assigned by 
the United States Coast Guard when the vessels were built. The Masters and Mates have taken 
on more and more responsibility, yet they operate the vessels with the same number of 
employees year after year.   
 
 

WSF Generalizations 

 
WSF continues their attack in its response with further generalizations.   For instance, WSF 
states; “Currently, Captains maintain a primary focus on safety of operations and Coast Guard 
requirements. While safety is paramount, currently Captains often place less emphasis on other 
key management goals such as on-time performance, customer service, vessel cleanliness, and 
personnel management. In some cases, these other critical management goals are simply not 
considered to be part of the Captain’s areas of responsibility.” The Masters, Mates and Pilots 
adamantly disagree with all of these continued attacks and will address each issue as follows:  
 

1. “Currently, Captains maintain a primary focus on safety of operations and Coast 

Guard requirements”:   The MM&P agrees with this statement. Captains definitely 
focus on and adhere to safety requirements, Safety Management System Policy, 
Washington State Law and Federal Law. Is WSF management suggesting we operate 
with different priorities?  Are different priorities in the interest of the public we serve? 
 

2. On time performance: The 2010 Biennial Transportation Attainment Report from the 
Office of Financial Management states, “The good news is: Ferry on time performance is 
outstanding.” “Outstanding”, yet Captains are accused by management of not advocating, 
or to quote management, “place less emphasis on other key management goals such as 
on-time performance.” Additionally, according to readily available WSDOT Statistics in 
the Gray Notebook (GNB 39, Pages 18-20), WSF’s on-time performance during the first 
quarter of fiscal year 2010 is (83%), slightly down from the previous year. However, if 
one studies the data in the Gray Notebook, much of this dip can be attributed to U.S. and 
Canadian Customs Delays on the Anacortes-Sidney Route and train delays at the 
Edmonds Terminal and traffic lights and the Seattle, Bainbridge Island and Mukilteo 
Terminals. None of those factors are within the control of the Master. During this same 
period WSF’s reliability is rated over (99.7%), an exceptionally high rating.  
 
Customs issues, trains and traffic lights are, at this time, beyond our control. 
Additionally, we believe that the Gray Notebook should list as a causal factor, 
Washington State Ferries and the inability and inflexibility of WSF Service Planning 
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Managers to develop workable running schedules that will address these well-
documented statistical realities. In most vessel running-schedules there is an inadequate   
amount of dwell-time added for off-loading passengers and vehicles, conducting required 
security sweeps and then reloading when peak traffic occurs from both terminals. This 
results in predictable vessel delays and late departures. If common unpredictable delays 
caused by trains, U.S. Customs, Canadian Customs, disabled vehicles, lock-outs, lost 
keys, and missing drivers are not factored into the running schedule, late vessel 
departures occur and will continue.  
 
Most transportation agencies recognize all factors when developing a running schedule 
and build in additional time to address these factors which they cannot control (a quick 
study of the airline industry will show that most airlines build time into their schedules 
because of similar factors.)  
 
Management Service Planning’s historical unwillingness to modify the running schedule 
and address these issues illustrates an ongoing lack of foresight. When schedules have 
been properly developed and adjusted to allow for these delays, on-time performance has 
been vastly improved.  
 
The schedules at Edmonds-Kingston are recent prime examples of this approach. If WSF 
Vessel Deck Officers caused on-time performance issues, why did on-time performance 
suddenly improve at Edmonds-Kingston when the schedules were changed to allow for 
said issues?   
 
WSF fails to provide any evidence to support its assertion that the on-time issues rest 
with the Masters operation of the vessels. WSF also fails to recognize and applaud the 
MM&P’s contributions in developing workable schedules throughout the system through 
the scheduling committee.  
 

3. Customer Service: Nearly all of WSF’s Employees strive for and deliver a high level of 
Customer Service, as it is an expectation fully embraced by the Deck Officers. WSF Port 
Captains are unaware and uninformed of what actually occurs aboard the vessels. The 
reason for this management disconnect is simple.  
 
WSF Port Captains are heavily tasked with issues unrelated to their usual area of 
responsibility and rarely leave WSF Headquarters to conduct on-site visits aboard any 
vessel. If a Port Captain does make an appearance they rarely stay more than a few 
minutes and disembark the vessel before it leaves for its next departure.   
 
With the exception of WSF’s Operations Port Captain, not one of the Port Captains have 
ever stood a watch or worked as Captain on board any Washington State Ferry.  
 
How can they possibly know or truly appreciate the professionalism demonstrated by 
Captains on a daily basis? Their presence aboard the vessel could provide them with a 
better working knowledge from an operational standpoint and initiate better working 
relationships with all WSF Vessel Employees. This lack of personal contact forces Port 
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Captains and Managers to rely on WSF Customer Communication Forms, statistical data 
and hearsay for gathering any data regarding customer service.  
 
History shows most correspondence on Customer Communication Forms is 
predominantly negative or event driven. WSDOT Statistics in The Gray Notebook 
illustrate a Masters commitment to customer service. On page 19, the Gray notebook 
shows complaints by fiscal quarter.  
 
Looking at the first quarter of fiscal year 2011 one can see complaints had increased from 
5.76 per 100,000 customers to 8.26 per 100,000. Those numbers indicate that at our very 
worst in fiscal year 2011, 0.826/10K or less than one in ten-thousand customers had any 
complaint whatsoever! WSF received a total of 569 complaints.  
 
The report goes on to say that the increase was partly due to an organized write-in 
campaign concerning galley service on the Hyak (14% or 77 of the 569 complaints were 
a result of no galley service).  
 
To summarize the Gray Notebook: WSF Reliability is 99.7%, WSF On-Time 
Performance is 83% and we receive less that 1 complaint for every 10,000 customers we 
move in a safe and efficient manner. The Passenger Vessel Association should be 
studying WSF for ways to improve their own operations. 
 

Our Port Captains constantly miss out on the amazing everyday little things WSF 

employees do to promote customer service; carrying luggage, unlocking vehicles, giving 

directions, make special announcements, pushing stalled vehicles, locating lost and found 

items, finding lost children, administering first-aid, administering life-saving medical 

treatment, placing disabled passengers in vehicles near restrooms or elevators…. I guess 

you have to be there!  

 

One example of extraordinary customer service occurs each time WSF Captains conduct 

an on-board memorial. WSF Masters and crewmembers are honored to conduct this 

service, where the Ferry is briefly slowed down so family members may release the 

remains of a departed relative from the stern of the vessel. The family is given polite 

instruction and ushered to the car deck by the Mate and two Able Seamen who stand by 

and assist. The coordinates, Latitude and Longitude, of where the service was conducted 

are also offered to the family as a remembrance. Customer Service does not get more 

personal than this.   

 

If an issue arises where a Master or his crew has not provided customer service the 

problem begins with a lack of Management! One cannot effectively manage an 

organization this large off-site via e-mail decree. When was the last Customer Service 

Education training class given to WSF Employees? How can an organization expect 

better customer service without on-going training? Any issues involving Customer 

Service will not be resolved by making a Captain part of management. 
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4. Vessel Condition and Cleanliness: Washington State Ferries Management criticism on 
Vessel Condition and Cleanliness is but another unsubstantiated generalization. Masters 
take great pride and demonstrate ownership of their vessel throughout the fleet on a daily 
basis. All vessels are divided into illustrated ‘sections’ and each ‘crew’ or ‘watch’ is 
assigned specific areas of the vessel by the Staff Master. While on duty all crews 
constantly maintain the entire vessel and conduct deep cleaning in their assigned areas. If 
Managers or Port Captains have specific issues regarding vessel cleanliness they can 
easily identify the crew responsible and address the issue with the appropriate Master. 
This rarely happens because it would require a visit to the vessel. 
 
WSF Masters value vessel cleanliness and immediately address all issues as they arise. In 
2006, Management established “Clean Teams” to address cleanliness issues and 
photograph these issues on board WSF Vessels. These “Clean Teams” were established 
and disappeared almost immediately because it became readily apparent many vessels 
were clean but in dire need of new floor coverings, interior remodeling, new paint and 
furniture.  
 
Normal wear and tear continues to outpace WSF’s restorative efforts by several years but is 
not the fault of the Master, nor will this problem be resolved making a Captain part of 
management.   

 

5. Fuel efficiency goals: Extensive fuel saving strategies and policies should have been 
developed by WSF Management many years ago. Saving Fuel requires slowing the 
vessel down or shutting down an engine. There are trade-offs involved in this issue.  
 
The Jumbo Mark II’s shut one engine down, make the crossing on two engines and restart 
the third engine to provide the needed power to stop the vessel during the landing. The 
trade-off is a large increase in vessel stopping distance while on two engines in transit 
and a slower acceleration rate. When approaching the dock it takes twenty-five to 
seventy-five seconds to start the third engine. During this time any movement of the 
propulsion controls or steering controls will increase the time required to bring the third 
engine on-line. This policy saves fuel and is adhered to by vessel Masters, although 
safety concerns involving vessel stopping times remain. Slowing the vessel down also 
creates on-time performance problems as it reduces dwell-time at the terminal.  
 
Current policy puts the Master in a dilemma. If a Master slows the vessel to save fuel he 
or she impacts on-time performance standards, which in turn impacts customer 
satisfaction. The unwillingness or inability of WSF Management to address inter-related 
issues creates a no-win situation for the WSF Masters. Instead of addressing these issues, 
amending the running schedules and developing policy to save fuel, Management 
chooses to blame the vessel Masters for not embracing a fuel saving philosophy when 
nothing is further from the truth. Making a Captain or Master part of management will 
not improve fuel efficiency.  
 

 

6. Crew performance: Washington State Ferries crew performance is well above the 
industry standards. Masters conduct weekly drills to assure crewmembers will respond 
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effectively to any emergency that may arise as there are no resources available until a 
vessel reaches a terminal.  Washington State Ferries amazing safety record is the direct 
result of this ongoing training.  
 
WSF’s Training Department consists of many Master’s and Mates who are instrumental 
in developing and writing training curriculum that is vessel specific and train using the 
actual equipment aboard WSF Vessels. As in most work forces most employees can and 
will perform their regular duties as required.  
 
Washington State Ferries vessels crew size has remained the same while their duties and 
responsibilities have increased. If any crew member is not performing their duties as 
required or are violating the Washington State Ferries Code of Conduct they are subject 
to a clearly outlined Progressive Discipline Policy. The problem with this process is not 
and never has been a matter of Union Affiliation Issues as stated in Washington State 
Ferries Action Plan. The actual problem occurs when WSF Managers mishandle their 
part of the disciplinary process.  
 
Masters and Mates continually complete their required portion of the disciplinary 
documentation only to have management drop the ball. These documented and repeated 
errors by management and their failure to follow WSF’s own policies and procedures 
legally requires the affected Union to defend their members.  
 
Discipline should be handled by one or two manager so it is followed through 
consistently.  If this discipline was managed by 52 different Captains, and with crews 
changing watches every 3 months, how could there be consistency in how discipline is 
applied.  WSF needs managers with follow-through, not more managers. 
 

7. Customer Satisfaction: Overall, most passengers are extremely satisfied with how the 
vessels are operated. People want safe and dependable service aboard clean vessels. WSF 
Employees provide customer satisfaction and service three-hundred sixty five days a year 
nearly twenty-four hours a day seven days a week with minimal support from 
Management. This can be easily observed by riding a Washington State Ferry on a 
holiday or weekend when routes are busiest.  
 
WSF Masters and fleet employees constantly demonstrate, without managements’ 
presence, their dedication to Customer Satisfaction by providing safe dependable service 
aboard clean vessels.  
 
Customer satisfaction and morale would greatly improve if managers would focus on the 
positive things WSF Employees are doing and take ownership of their own responsibility 
by developing or outlining their expectations regarding Customer Satisfaction.  

 
Constantly attacking the Masters, Mates and Pilots and other Unions and blaming Union 
Affiliation for WSF’s problems, fosters an adversarial relationship that demonstrates 
management’s lack of sincerity toward the Collective Bargaining Process and a 
reluctance to accept ownership of their own Management Responsibilities.  
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Performance Goals 

 
Selection of Deck Officers: The Masters, Mates and Plots have policy in place to address this 
issue in a fair and equitable manner. All Licensed Deck Officers establish a seniority date by 
presenting a long list of required credentials to Washington State Ferries; This is clearly outlined 
in our Collective Bargaining Agreement; Rule 20 Seniority, 20.01, 20.04, 20.05 and 20.06. If the 
Employer deems a Deck Officer unsatisfactory they may reject them, “… but may reject any 
Deck Officer who is unsatisfactory, and the reason or reasons for each such rejection are 
communicated in writing, within five (5) working days, to both the Deck Officer involved and 
the Union; Rule 5.04.  
 
These Rules were implemented many years ago because the previous practice was deemed 
blatantly unfair. In the past, a Deck Officers seniority date was assigned on the first day he or she 
worked as a deck officer. If one possessed the proper credentials to work or there were several 
equally credentialed Deck Officers ready to work, the Port Captain could pick and choose who 
worked first according to his whim or preference. Many excellent candidates were discriminated 
against without cause or due process.  
 
Rule 5.04 respects the employer’s rights to reject any prospective Deck Officer as long as due 
process is followed and the reasons for the rejection are legitimate. 
 
Our current system of advancement allows members from one bargaining unit to work hard, 
continue their maritime education, and learn required skills on the job for many years before 
advancing to a Mates position. This also applies to advancement from Mate to Master, where the 
current wait is approximately 12 years. This allows the Mate many years to develop required 
skills through a mentoring process and gain a complete understanding of the Master’s position.  
Washington State Ferries safety record provides the supporting evidence which demonstrates our 
present system of advancement is the best model and should not be changed.  Streamlining a new 
Mate to a Master/Management position, because of favoritism by Executive Management, will 
not improve safety!  Fast tracking someone around other more experienced Officers creates 
adversarial relationships and a hostile work environment within the workplace. The system we 
have in place uses a more collegial approach which creates a cooperative non-discriminatory 
environment where everyone has an equal opportunity to advance their career. 
  
Washington State Ferries Management is attempting to return to a system of favoritism and 
discrimination despite settling a recent similar grievance at a Pre-Arbitration Resolution Meeting 
in Olympia through the Office of Financial Management (OFM). It was agreed that Rule 
20.03.01, Deck Officers Eligibility List, referred to the selection of applicants for an 
apprenticeship program that has yet to be developed and funded, not the selection process for 
placing newly licensed Deck Officers onto the WSF Seniority List. A funding source has yet to 
be identified for this apprenticeship program.  
 
Despite the findings during the PARM, there are continued attacks from management on this rule 
that will return WSF to a system that was regressive, discriminatory, punitive and does not serve 
the best interests of WSF or the policies of WSDOT.  
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Financial Incentives 

 
 In their Response and Action Plan WSF states, “Currently, Captain’s compensation and 

financial incentives are not designed to reward based on performance goals.”  Financial 
incentives that are based on performance goals illustrate the major philosophical difference 
between management and Vessel Masters. Masters positions and Federally Regulated 
Transportation have evolved with safety stopgaps supported by Maritime Law that supersede 
financial incentives and performance goals to preserve safety of the passengers, crewmembers, 
vessels and our marine environment. These checks and balances include Statute Law, 46 U.S.C. 
3515, which requires licensed individuals (Masters) to assist inspection authorities (USCG, 
DOE, OSHA, WISHA…) and prohibits inspectors from disclosing that source of information. 
The authors of this Law recognized the necessity for the Master to always consider safety as the 
ultimate goal and how management’s performance goals and financial incentives conflict with 
that necessity and must always be considered secondary goals.  
 
The Masters, Mates and Pilots contend that without present contractual protections Masters 
would be at the mercy of management and ever more reluctant to inform the Regulator or 
Independent Authority of safety issues under the protections of 46 USC 3315. Federal Laws and 
Regulations are what make our transportation systems the safest in the world. Absolute 
adherence to policy for financial incentives may endanger our passengers, crew, vessels and the 
environment.  
 
 
Vessel Crew Size 

 
Vessel crew size has not increased, although it should. For example, let’s examine the M.V. 
Tacoma, M.V. Wenatchee and M.V. Puyallup. These were the first WSF vessels constructed 
with Marine Evacuation Slides.  The Certificate of Inspection (COI) calls for an Emergency 
Evacuation Person (EEP); originally this billet was filled by a trained Galley person. 
Discrepancies in training and the fact that the galley was not open during the entire operating 
schedule, resulted in the USCG mandating that the EEP be a deck hand.  All of our vessels now 
have Marine Evacuation Slides but the COI on those vessels, some built as long ago as 1947, 
have remained unchanged.   
 
Captains and all vessel employees have been given additional duties, new policies, procedures, 
responsibilities, requirements, Homeland Security responsibilities, increased traffic and 
ridership, yet one thing remains the same; Vessel Crew Size. The exact same number of crew 
members work aboard the vessels as were required by the USCG on the Certificate of Inspection 
when the vessel was built. Over the years, Captains have often expressed safety concerns 
regarding the need of additional crew during peak traffic. Thankfully the IBU and MEBA 
contracts address this issue by contractually requiring additional crew members on some of our 
vessels.  Full scale drills such as the recently completed Marine Rescue Response Exercise 
further emphasize the need for larger crews during peak traffic in the event of an emergency. 
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Union Affiliation Issues  
 
WSF contradicts itself and once again generalizes in this section. WSF contends; “While there 

are some intra-union supervisory relationships that seem to work effectively, WSF has 

historically had some difficulties with members of affiliated Unions performing supervisory 

functions over other Union Members.” This unsubstantiated generalization is untrue and further 
illustrates the inaccuracy and bias used by WSF Management to develop their Response and 
Action Plan.  If this were the case, WSF would have offered the criticism of all of its unions 
which have similar reporting structures within them – WSF focus on this union calls into 
question the integrity of its response. 
 
 Washington State Ferries has demonstrated favoritism toward the Ferry Agents, Supervisors, 
and Project Administrators Association (FASPAA Union) in awarding them an unprecedented 
12% salary increase in a recent FASPAA contract, despite nearly all other represented Unions 
making significant monetary concessions in their contracts during this same time frame. In the 
WSF Response and Action Plan, FASPAA was obviously pointed to as being the “intra-union 

supervisory relationship that seems to work effectively.”  
 
WSF openly and incorrectly attacks the MM&P by stating, “While this union (MM&P) is 

separate and distinct from the IBU and MEBA, the other principal unions representing 

shipboard labor, they all share the same union affiliation and are bound by union constitutional 

provisions which may impair a Captain’s ability to effectively supervise personnel in these 

affiliated unions.” This is ridiculous and insults each and every Captain’s professional integrity.  
 
As outlined in Federal Law, Captains have ultimate authority over all vessel employees when he 
or she determines it necessary and can justify the use of such authority. Engine room employees 
(MEBA) are under the authority of the Chief Engineer and Assistant Engineer. Deck employees 
(IBU) are under the authority of the Masters and Mates (MM&P). Union affiliation does nothing 
to impair a Captains ability to ensure this compliance by personnel. In fact, Shipboard 
compliance is a paramilitary model. If a Captain gives a lawful order to any employee on board 
and the employee refuses such an order, that employee is subject to criminal prosecution and will 
lose their Merchant Mariners Documents and face criminal charges for non-compliance. As 
anyone can see, Captains have no problem providing authority over other Union Members. 
When crewmembers are reprimanded and the Captains are required to initiate progressive 
discipline they are often undermined by a lack of follow through from management. There are 
plenty of examples to substantiate this fact.  
 

 

Masters follow and enforce WSF directives and policy  
 
 Masters have authored many of the current directives and policies outlining operational 
procedures during daily operations in the Safety Management System. Masters and Mates 
routinely identify problems with policy and offer solutions to management using the SMS Non-
conformity process. Management also contends it has “few tools available to hold individual 

Captains accountable for operational goals.” The International Organization of Masters, Mates 
and Pilots completely disagree, as Washington State Ferries has a Progressive Discipline Policy 
in place to enforce any of their policies and procedures.  
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Management continually demonstrates a lack of vision in their inability to realize Management’s 
Goals are nearly identical to the goals of the vessel Captains. The only major difference lies in 
the prioritization of said goals. The MM&P needs WSF Management to clearly define and share 
their goals, visions and expectations and then be willing to respectfully discuss and understand 
the reasons for these differences.   
 
The Passenger Vessel Association (PVA) Report and Washington State Ferries Response and 
Action Plan are each flawed and biased in their recommendations. First and foremost, The 
Passenger Vessel Association is a group of executive level managers from various Ferry Systems 
throughout the United States of which many are non-union, and none of them are even close to 
the size and scope of our ferry system.   
 
These same executive level managers relied on information provided by executive management 
from Washington State Ferries and produced their recommendations from that same perspective.  
 
All of the reports, data and statistics given to the PVA were information Washington State 
Ferries Management already had in their possession, yet Washington State Ferries were 
apparently unable or unwilling to analyze their own statistical information and determine a 
proper course of action for WSF. Instead of accepting responsibility for internal problems and 
inaction, WSF relied on outside entities for solutions to their problems when the real experts lie 
within their organization. WSF has compounded the problem by shifting blame to organized 
labor when the real problem lies within WSF's own ranks.  
 
The PVA was either unaware or failed to mention that all Unions were in Collective Bargaining 
Agreement negotiations and arbitration with Washington State Ferries during this time. Heated 
negotiations and arbitration created adversarial relationships and animosity between the 
bargaining parties. In addition to these negotiations the MM&P had recently voted “No 
Confidence” in WSF Management. These events have resulted in obvious retaliatory and 
punitive measures, which are clearly demonstrated throughout WSF’s Response and Action Plan.  
 
The Passenger Vessel Association spent very little time aboard any Washington State Ferry and 
merely processed the information given to them. PVA spent very little time, ONE ROUND TRIP 
on the Seattle-Bainbridge route, gathering data and assessing what a Captain does through direct 
observation or even a simple interview process.  
 
How many, if any, employees working for WSF as Captain aboard a ferry were interviewed by 
members of the Passenger Vessel Association to obtain a balanced perspective of actual Vessel 
Operations from the front lines? One!  
 
The PVA relied almost exclusively on information compiled, prepared and written by managers 
who rarely ride a ferry unless they are traveling to or from work.  This resulted in creating an 
inaccurate one-sided picture of the role and responsibility a Captain and Staff Master has within 
Washington State Ferries. If the PVA had taken time to ride several vessels and carefully study 
the Collective Bargaining Agreement between The State of Washington and the International 
Organization of Masters, Mates and Pilots-2009-2011 their job would have been easier.  
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Staff Master 

 
On page sixty of the MM&P Collective Bargaining Agreement- ADDENDUM E- Staff Master: 
This rule clearly addresses all of the future objectives outlined in the PVA Report and WSF’S 
Response and Action Plan. Please take time to read it. Addendum E outlines the Duties and 
Responsibilities of a Staff Master.  
 
A Staff Masters duties include following the Safety Management System/WSF Policies and 
Procedures/Customer Service, Vessel Operations, Vessel Maintenance, Administrative Elements, 
identify and correct deficiencies identified through Customer Comment Forms and  reporting to 
the Regional Port Captain, Masters who fail to take the required corrective action, assist the Port 
Captain in investigation of accidents and recommend remedies for accident/injury claims, 
provide oversight to the SMS, assist the Port Captain in closing SMS non-conformities…this list 
is extensive.  
 
The MM&P supports this language to the extent it has been imbedded into their CBA. Citing 
budgetary constraints, WSF Management has not followed through with supporting WSF Staff 
Masters by holding regular Staff Masters Meetings, conducting additional training, providing 
administrative support and conducting Staff Master Peer reviews.  
 
Management cannot afford to support the twenty Staff Masters they presently have in their role 
as a ‘management representative’, yet recommend making all Masters into Managers.  WSF does 
not need, nor can they afford additional managers! Instead, Vessel Masters working for WSF 
need additional support from qualified managers. 
 
 Making a Captain part of management is not a ‘restructuring of management’ as claimed by 
WSF Executive Management. This is a blatant attack against the legal right to Union 
Representation and the Collective Bargaining Process within the State of Washington. This un-
negotiated change in working conditions threatens all labor groups and must not be allowed.      
 
The Staff Masters willingness to take ownership of the vessel is apparent by the numerous 
requests by the Master to go to the ship yard with their vessel.  These requests are often times 
denied by management because of the additional cost of travel to and from the ship yard.  If this 
cost for the occasional trip to a ship yard is too expensive, than having the Master stay with the 
vessel when it travels to a different route to work that schedule, how could WSF afford the travel 
time and mileage paid every day to a Master that works at a terminal other than their home 
terminal.  
 
WSDOT’s response to recommendation #28, states that “WSF will work with the Governor and 

the Legislature to design the framework and schedule to implement this policy”.  Shouldn’t WSF 
be working with the unions on this?  After all we wrote the contract language WSF wanted to 
promote this ownership idea in Addendum-E.   
 
A previous Port Captain at WSF was tasked with implementing the Staff Master program, 
overseeing its implementation and review process, after he quit no one in management has 
picked up where he left off.  Someone must take ownership in management and work with the 
union to establish common goals and have discussions and negotiations on areas we disagree.     
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Any reclassification of WSF Masters as exempt employees will prove detrimental to Washington 
State Ferries impeccable safety record because Master’s Jobs and promotions will be awarded by 
using subjective standards and arbitrary ‘incentives’. Masters will be subjected to the added 
stress of being fired, demoted or passed over for promotion without due process for not 
complying with directives or direct orders from managerial staff. This added stress will result in 
the compromised safety of our passengers, crew members, vessels and the marine environment.  
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PVA Recommendation  
 
 

 

 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
 

Union Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Labor Position 
 
The PVA Panel recommendation #3 does not represent a best practice for WSF.  We believe it 
will increase WSF costs and reduce its ability to deliver preservation projects on time. 
 
Labor concurs with the Cedar River Group that it is in the best financial interest of the state to 
maintain a strong core of in-house design capacity.  This capability should be commensurate 
with the planned preservation workloads represented in the WSF Vessel Preservation Life Cycle 
Cost Model (LCCM).  

 Recommendation #3 and #4 

(#3) The Panel recommends WSF modify its capital projects design and management 

structure to be more in line with “industry norm”.  

(#4) The Panel recommends that WSF study their 5 to 10-year roster of capital 

projects and adjust the staff sizing over time to reduce the numbers of engineers 

and designers.  

WSF agrees with the Panel’s recommendation regarding modifying capital projects 

design and management structure to be more in line with industry norm.  WSF also 

agrees with the panel’s recommendation that there needs to be an internal study of 

the 5 to 10-year roster of capital projects and adjust staffing over time to right-size 

the numbers of engineers and designers.   

(#3) Labor does not agree with the PVA position.   

(#4) Labor does not agree with the PVA position.      
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WSF has not followed this recommendation.  It has reduced its ability to manage and produce 
designs with internal resources.  Proceeding further as recommended by the PVA Panel will 
increase WSF design costs and reduce the deliverability of the WSF Preservation Program.      
   
PVA recommendation #4 calls for further study of the preservation work load during the 5 to 10 
year period.   
 
Labor does not agree that a study is necessary.  The future work load of the WSF Preservation 
Program can be readily determined by examining the LCCM.  The data it contains represents the 
condition of WSF capital equipment and the need for capital investment.  It is a product of 
laborious effort.   
 
The WSF LCCM shows that the preservation work load in the 5-10 year period will increase by 
100% over the most recent 5 year period.   It will be the largest 5 year preservation investment 
period in WSF history.  
 
Labor believes that WSF cannot deliver the preservation projects identified in the 5-10 year 
period without more spare ships, a revised scheduling strategy and an expanded in-house design 
capacity.      
 
 
The Cedar River Group/JTC Recommendation 
 
The Joint Transportation Committee (JTC) of the Washington State Legislature commissioned a 
report on “Capital Program Staffing and Administration Cost” which was delivered on April 10, 
2008.   
 
The report made 17 specific recommendations.   Two of the recommendations in the JTC report 
argue in favor of maintaining in house design capability.  WSDOT agreed with both of them. 
 
 
The JTC report states in recommendation 6: 
 
“Ferries should review staffing in its engineering divisions to ensure core competency in, and a 

focus on, terminal and vessel preservation, with staffing sufficient to implement the preservation 

program proposed in the upcoming Long-Range Plan.”   

 
The JTC report states in recommendation 12 (focus): 
 
“… Ferries should consider focusing its use of consultants in the improvement program and to 

meet projected peak workloads while retaining a core staff capability to meet its preservation 

program requirements.” 

 

Labor agrees with these recommendations by the Cedar River Group to the JTC.  
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 In-House Design Advantages    
 
 

• Consulting designers and engineers are more expensive than in-house designers.   

 
Labor represents several former WSF maintenance managers who have many years of 
experience managing WSF preservation project budgets which provided both in house 
and consulting engineer services.   
 
On the basis of their experience, we believe that lowest cost argues in favor of retaining 
an in-house design capability within WSF.   

 

• The consulting engineer is not as efficient with man-hours as the WSF designer. 

 
A consultant works on many different ships each year with different owners, often not on 
the same ship more than once.  State designers work on the same ships and same systems 
year after year during their entire careers.  This experience brings familiarity which 
equates to reductions in the time required to prepare technical documents.  It also 
improves the quality of their designs.  

 

• At the end of a WSF project the consultant and his accumulated knowledge leave.  The 

WSF employee stays.   
 

Each designer becomes an expert over time on the systems he has been assigned to work 
on.  It takes considerable study and first hand inspection to become fully knowledgeable 
with such systems.  The time he takes to learn the system is paid by for by the 
employer/customer.  
 
When the design is completed, the consulting designer is assigned to another customer 
and the knowledge he gained at WSF’s expense leaves with him.  It is no longer available 
to the state for use in future projects, repairs and in troubleshooting casualties.   
 
A state employed designer ensures the accumulated knowledge he has gained in past 
projects remains available to the state at all times, and with no additional costs.  Over 
time, his accumulated expertise enhances his proficiency and value to the state 
immeasurably. 
 

• WSF has greater control over scheduling and project delivery with its own employees. 
 

A consulting engineer works for a company that has other customers.  This reduces the 
flexibility the state has in rescheduling projects, putting the right designer on the right job 
and in assurance that an emergent need can be fulfilled.  The state does not have to 
compete with other customers for design time and is free to change their designer’s 
priorities as business conditions dictate with minimal consequence.    
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• State employees produce superior products. 
 
Labor regards ship design as a process most effectively accomplished through teamwork 
between operators and designers.  State designers have a much better history of 
incorporating WSF operating experience into their specifications than consulting 
designers do.    
 
The most reliable class of vessels in WSF history, the Jumbo MKII Class was designed 
by state designers working closely with our most experienced marine MEBA engineers.  
No class of vessels designed by consulting designers is as reliable.  
 

 
Industry Normal  

 
Labor thinks the PVA use of this term as a benchmark to support so many of their maintenance 
and engineering oriented recommendations warrants comment.   
 
The differences in engineering challenges before WSF and the individual PVA fleets are very 
great.  It is logical to expect that each would experience different problems and devise individual 
strategies to address the unique conditions each faces.  If both fleets were physically and 
technically similar, and faced homogeneous business conditions then benchmarking to an 
“industry normal” would be a logical expectation.       
 
Consider just a few comparisons that distinguish WSF fleets from the PVA fleets:  
 

• In the aggregated PVA fleet there are 31 ships; they carry a combined total of 907,735 
vehicles each year.  The WSF fleet has 6 ships that each carries more vehicles per year 
than all 31 PVA vessels combined.   

 

•  Puyallup (1,110,414) 

•  Spokane (1,024,194)  

• Tacoma (968,516) 

• Wenatchee (968,516) 

•  Cathlamet (1,088,815)  

• Kittitas (1,088,815)   
 

• The average number of vehicles each PVA ferry carries every year is 29,281.  The WSF 
vessel Puyallup carries 38 times this amount.   
 

• WSF makes three times the number of annual trips that all the PVA Panel members 
combined make.  Trips translate directly to wear and tear, on engines, hydraulics and 
other machinery that propels the ship through the water.   
 

• The WSF fleet makes 144,884 more trips per year than the largest member of the PVA 
fleet, Staten Island Ferries.    
 

• The PVA fleets are composed of much smaller vessels than WSF vessels. The Martha’s 
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Vineyard Steam Ship Authority's largest ship is smaller than the new small vessel class at 
WSF.   

    

• Staten Island Ferries have one vessel in stand by and one vessel in maintenance for every 
four ships in service.  WSF has no vessels in stand by and one vessel in maintenance for 
every seven ships in service.   
 

• WSF vessels spend less time in maintenance each year than the PVA Panel’s vessels even 
though WSF vessels are larger, older, more heavily utilized and technically more 
complex.   

 

• PVA panel member fleets rebuild their engines much more frequently than WSF, in some 
cases 2 to 3 times more often than WSF does. 

 

• No PVA fleet is more than one half as old as the WSF fleet.  
 

• WSF has 17 ships which are older than the average of the Staten Island ferries.   
 

• WSF has 9 ships in regular service which are the same age or older than the Staten Island 
Ferry vessel John F Kennedy, a vessel which SIF says is “too old to use” and so is kept 
for stand by and training only.    

 

• The Panel’s aggregate fleet has only 2 ships built before 1970 and each of these sees 
limited service.  At WSF there are 9 vessels built before 1970 and all but one is in daily 
service.   
 

It is WSF who should be advising the PVA Panel how to perform maintenance.     
 

 
The Aggregate Fleet Concept  
 
The PVA and WSF leaders assert that the aggregated fleet of all the PVA Panel members is 
approximately equal to the WSF fleet.  The inference is that WSF business practices can be 
equated to those of the aggregated fleet because they are similar in size.      
 
Labor does not think this is a valid assumption.   
 
The five relatively small fleets comprising the PVA Panel are operated as individual small fleet 
circumstances dictate.  They are not operated as if they were a single larger business unit.  Labor 
believes that if all five fleets were operated as a single fleet, in a single geographic region, they 
would be operated much differently than they are currently.   
 
Labor would not argue that Victoria Clipper, with only three small ferries, should have an 
internal design capability.  But if Victoria Clipper had 31 vessels, such as the “aggregated” PVA 
fleet is composed of, and had several 40 year old ships constantly rotating through extended 
commercial shipyard periods after decades of heavy use, then we believe that Victoria Clipper 
management would consider this question from the same perspective that WSF does.   
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A Caution Flag  
 
The PVA Panel employs staff members through a large Seattle naval architecture and marine 
engineering firm.   
 
If adopted, Panel recommendations #5 and #14 would have the effect of increasing the number 
of design contracts advertised and awarded to firms such as the one Panel staff is employed by.   
 
Labor cannot help but note our concern.   
 
We suggest that the Legislature conduct a detailed analysis of the cost issues related to this 
recommendation before taking action in support of them.  
 
 
PVA Panel Recommendation #4 
 
More than a decade ago the Legislature devised a system that makes all future preservation work 
transparent for the purpose of budget and schedule planning. It is referred to as the WSF Vessel 
Preservation Life Cycle Cost Model (LCCM).  The LCCM shows the need for preservation 
investment in each of hundreds of shipboard systems aboard every WSF vessel during the time 
period of concern to the PVA Panel.     
 
According to the LCCM, the preservation workload during the 5 year period now ending 
consisted of 251 projects.  During the 5 to 10 year time period proposed for further study by the 
PVA, the vessel preservation work load will be 482 projects, an increase of almost 100%.    
 
This LCCM data can be confirmed by an examination of the 16 year preservation budget.  In it 
we can see that the biennial preservation budgets of the last 5 years will first double and then 
triple during the 5-10 year period of concern to the Panel.    
 
The workload growth is apparent and should not necessitate a study as proposed.  We believe 
this would delay the actions necessary to ensure the preservation program is delivered.  
 
It is our recommendation that the best cost savings strategy to deploy in this area is to restore the 
Vessel Engineering Department as a stand-alone department within the WSF organization.  It 
should then proceed with ensuring there is sufficient in-house design capability to deliver the 
developing work load increases.     
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Labor Position  
 

Labor does not agree with the Panel recommendations #5 or #14.  We do enthusiastically 
endorse revision of the WSF lifecycle policy and offer an alternative vision for consideration.       
 
Revising the WSF lifecycle policy represents one of the greatest single cost savings opportunities 
available to the Legislature.  It holds tremendous promise in reducing operating cost and 
improving the efficiency with which our capital investments are delivered.   
 
Labor does not support the 60 year lifecycle plan as proposed by the PVA and the Cedar River 
Group because it is effectively a proposal of status quo.  Adopting the 60 year lifecycle will 
result in continuous aging of the fleet, ever higher preservation costs, unnecessary fuel and labor 
expenditures, excessive administrative overhead, numerous spare vessels and lost savings 
opportunities.  It puts more inertia into a system that must be changed for WSF to become more 
efficient.   

 Recommendation #5 and #14 

WSF agrees with these recommendations.  

(#5) Labor disagrees with Panel recommendation 5.   

(#14)  Labor does not agree that funding should be associated with a 60 year life 

cycle of vessels.   

(#5) The Panel recommends that WSF continue its policy of operating vessels for 60 

years. 

(#14) The Panel recommends that adequate funding and sufficient schedule be 

guaranteed to support a sixty year life for vessels. 
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The 60 year lifecycle has no practical effect on WSF expenditures and does not result in the 
beneficial changes our business model is in need of.  Strategically speaking, it a sheep in wolf’s 
clothing.   
 
Our position is that the Legislature should not undertake the difficult task of finding dedicated 
funding to support ferry construction without the complete assurance that those resources will 
have the maximum beneficial effect on the public interest.   
 
To this purpose we seek to participate in a collaborative joint effort between Labor and 
Management that would examine a range of alternative lifecycles and consequential policies 
which will produce the lowest total vessel ownership cost model available to the state.   
 
We would use this lowest lifecycle cost initiative to devise a cradle to grave ownership model 
that would examine all vessel related costs and establish policies and procedures which would 
collectively result in the lowest total cost.  We would not just examine the frequency of 
construction but how to invest in ships for the best return on that investment.  Our goal is to use 
the capital program to lower the bottom line on all ferry expenses.  
 
We believe that the lifecycle of the ship is the fundamental element of a greater analysis which 
could lead to a much improved business model at WSF.   
 
 

The CRG and PVA Panel Arguments for 60 Years  

 
The source arguments used by the Panel in support of the 60 year lifecycle model are made by 
the Cedar River Group in their “Auto-Passenger Vessel Preservation and Replacement Final 
Report” to the JTC (10 January 2008).  The PVA Panel report and the WSF response are each 
restatements of these CRG points.  
 
Each argues only that the 60 year lifecycle is superior to longer periods of time, that it is superior 
to models which produce 70 and 80 year old ships.  None of these arguments seeks to compare 
the 60 year lifecycle with shorter alternatives. 
 
We do not disagree with this basic premise as a general rule, but we would argue that the best 
result for WSF will not be produced in a comparison between bad with worse models. 
 
The CRG argument is simply anecdotal.  Their report contains no financial evidence, data or 
comparative analysis to justify the 60 year lifecycle relative to any alternative.  The CRG report 
is unscientifically conducted and represents the opinion of a single consulting naval architect.  It 
is not the proper basis for establishing a policy on the single most expensive capital and 
operating cost issue before WSF.   
 
The original CRG arguments are listed below as they appear in their report and will be familiar 
from reading the PVA Panel report and particularly the WSF response.  Labor has organized it’s 
response to the points made by CRG using their format.   
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a) System Replacement Costs  
 
According to this CRG argument, the 60 year vessel lifecycle is a product of their determination 
that a main engine can last for 30 years before it must be replaced.  They opine the ship should 
be retired at a point which coincides with the need to replace the main engines.  These decision 
points occur at 30, 60 and 90 years.    
 
The CRG settled on the 60 year interval because they say the hull cannot be economically 
supported for an entire engine replacement cycle after 60 years.  Their position is that the ship’s 
hull will require excessive steel replacement between 60 and 90 years and so putting in another 
engine at 60 years can’t be justified.   
 
This CRG argument in support of the 60 year lifecycle does not consider the two largest vessel 
ownership costs at WSF.  These are the operating costs (including spare vessels, fuel, labor and 
maintenance) and preservation costs.  Also missing in the CRG method of assigning lifecycle is 
an assessment of cost improvement opportunities available with a new, optimally designed 
vessel.   
 
In the CRG method of examining the lifecycle model question, it does not matter if the ship is 
the world’s most expensive to operate or the worlds least expensive.     
 
Labor argues that we should look at this question differently.   
 
The efficiency of a ship should impact its lifecycle just as the efficiency of our car influences our 
decision to keep or replace it.  Over the course of a the ship’s life we pay more in fuel and more 
in labor than the ship cost to build.  With long lifecycles such as the 60 year model, the same is 
also true of preservation costs. 
 
The problem with the definition of lifecycle as the CRG uses the term is that it does not describe 
the economic lifecycle of the engine.  Labor would change the way we look at the engine to 
include all of the major cost factors associated with it.  A case in point: 
 
It recently cost just under 1 million dollars to overhaul the two main engines on the Evergreen 
State.  This is three times what the engines cost to buy.  If WSF keeps this ship in service until 
the end of the CRG 30 year engine lifecycle, they will require two more, 1 million dollar 
overhauls.   
 
These two engines will end up costing 18 times as much to overhaul during their lifetime as they 
cost to buy.  This easily makes them the most expensive engines in the WSF fleet to own.  The 
CRG lifecycle cost analysis and WSF preservation program both ignore these costs and argue 
that we should continue these engine overhauls until the engines are 30 years old.    
 
It should be noted that the cost of overhauling engines is an operating program expenditure 
which means it is reflected in fare box recovery rates and impacts tariffs.  Labor believes this is 
senseless and warrants an overhaul of the capital program.        
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We think that there are many examples of inefficiency in current investment plans as the product 
of the “capital only” assessment criteria.  To address these, WSF and Labor should test every 
cost capital investment against the lowest total ownership cost model. Labor believes that 
together we can identify numerous cost savings opportunities that will constructively influence 
all aspects of WSF business.   
 
It is our hope that such an effort can refocus management attention on the value of incorporating 
operator/maintainer experience into the everyday management of the WSF.     
.   
 

b) Impact of technological change      
 
Any person who has purchased a cell phone or digital camera in the last 5 years understands 
what we mean by the “technology cycle”.   
 
The CRG cites technological change in vessel systems as a reason to draw the lifecycle line at 60 
years.  Their argument is that WSF should not consider operating a ship longer than 60 years 
because it may require extensive changes to related systems due to the effects of the technology 
cycle.   
 
Labor agrees that the technology cycle is a design consideration but it is not a milestone in the 
ship’s lifecycle.   We do not agree with the CRG that 60 years has relevancy. 
 
The technology cycle which drives related system obsolescence in ships is much shorter than 60 
years and has been for decades.  We cannot replace ships as often as related system obsolescence 
would dictate if we follow the CRG logic.   
 
Controls in ships built just a decade ago are already losing factory support in crucial electronic 
circuit boards that will necessitate major upgrades before the ships are 20 years old.  These will 
involve numerous other systems.  WSF can’t replace ships with this frequency.  It must devise 
strategies for resolving this issue during the original design development of the ship.   
 
WSF and its legislative consultants have not diagnosed the full scope of this problem. WSF has 
been isolated from the effects of the technology problem because it’s has the world’s oldest fleet 
of passenger vessels.  It simply has so much old equipment that it has not been exposed to the 
full effect of the technology cycle.  
 
WSF cannot avoid this issue into the next decade. 
 
Propulsion controls are very critical and expensive electronic-based systems which will 
necessitate large investments to update once spare parts are depleted.  The cost of electronic 
controls has already eclipsed main engine cost in most ships.       
 
 
Labor believes there are ways to reduce the impact of the shortening technology cycle.  The most 
important of these is to procure a control system lifecycle supply of spare parts when buying new 
systems.  These must be acquired at the time the new system is delivered to ensure spare part 
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availability and compatibility with our installed systems.  Another crucial strategy is to build 
ships with redundant control systems, particularly in propulsion and steering systems so that long 
lead times for parts do not interfere with vessel service. 
 
Labor is very familiar with the impact of the technology cycle on vessels and argues that it 
greatly exacerbates the problem CRG raises of consequent investment requirements.   We 
believe the CRG argument supports a much shorter vessel lifecycle than 60 years and better 
mitigation strategies by WSF.   
 
 

c) Reduced hull integrity 

 
The CRG argues that hull integrity, the failure of steel due to salt water corrosion, results in 
excessive costs after 60 years.   
 
Labor would argue that hull steel is comparatively inexpensive to maintain as long as the owner 
makes the periodic investments in it as required.  This has not been the history of WSF until 
2008.  Together we have learned that the interior of the hull must receive an equal level of 
attention as the exterior if we plan for a long lifecycle.  
 
We believe that the greatest economic impact a hull has is on operating cost.  An efficient old 
hull may be a better investment than an inefficient new one.  It is therefore reasonable to weigh 
the efficiency of the ship in terms of both fuel and crew size along with steel replacement costs.     
 
Consider the 2010 Chetzemoka Class as compared to the 1927 Steel Electric Class: 
 
Both designs carry roughly the same amount of cargo and served the same routes.    
 
The Steel Electric Class vessels were very fuel efficient and required only ½ of the horsepower 
the Chetzemoka Class requires. Because they did have very efficient hulls, the Steel Electrics 
never exceeded the fuel consumption rate of 900 gallons per day.  Their small power plant only 
required two crewmembers to operate.  
 
By contrast, the Chetzemoka hull and propulsion systems are inefficient and require much larger 
engines, it burns a minimum of 1200 gallons per day, often more.  These large engines require a 
three man engine room crew to operate.   
 
The difference in daily fuel consumption between these two ships means that over a 60 year 
career, the Chetzemoka will burn 6.57 million gallons more fuel than a Steel Electric Class 
vessel would burn doing the exact same job.   
 
Because there are three Chetzemoka Class vessels being built, the total increase in fuel 
consumption for the class (over their 60 year life spans) will be 19.71 million gallons more than 
what three Steel Electric Class vessels would consume.    
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At a current cost of $3.00 per gallon, the additional fuel cost WSF will have to pay to operate the 
Chetzemoka class for 60 years is 59.13 million (2011) dollars.  This figure will go up as fuel 
price increases over the next 60 years.   
 
The inefficient hull form of the Chetzemoka also results in higher labor costs because it requires 
one additional employee on each engineering watch.  This one additional position is really 4.25 
additional persons to cover the 24-7-365 engineering schedule. As each engine crew member 
costs roughly $75,000 in wages and benefits per year, the cost increase per year, per ship is 
$318,750.   
 
Over the lifecycle of the ship this is 19.12 million dollars.  The total increase in lifecycle engine 
room labor cost for three ships is 57.38 million dollars.  
 
 The deck crew of the Chetzemoka requires one additional sailor than the Steel Electric Class, 
increasing the cost of operation by $243,750 per ship, per year. Over the lifecycle of the ship this 
is 14.63 million dollars.  Total increase in lifecycle deck department labor cost for three ships is 
43.88 million dollars.  
 
Labor calculates that the inefficiency of the Chetzemoka Class hull and machinery arrangement 
results in a lifecycle cost increase of $160.38 million. These are operating costs and must be paid 
for through subsidies or fare box increases.   
 
The 160.38 million would buy a great deal of steel and so Labor believes that operating costs 
must play a significant role in determining the lowest lifecycle cost of a particular class of 
vessels.  The CRG 60 year lifecycle argument does not address this issue.    
 
 

d) Changes in service needs 
 
The CRG report to the JTC supports the 60 year life cycle as a tool to make it easier for WSF to 
accommodate future growth.  We think the argument they make has validity and favors even 
shorter lifecycles for enhanced effect.     
 
Long term growth is inevitable, predicting when and where it will occur is difficult.  Predicting 
how much funding WSF will have to meet the growth challenges when they occur is impossible.    
 
Labor could enumerate many studies in the last 20 years rationalizing several fleet revitalization 
programs, extensive Passenger Only Fast Ferry Programs, multi-modal terminal improvement 
projects and so on.  Each plan was predicated on growth that has not materialized on schedule.  
Each depended on funding that was subsequently withdrawn.   
 
The Legislatures of these eras all supported WSF’s expensive project proposals.  Each opposed 
the same programs a few years later for various reasons.   Each time funding was withdrawn 
from WSF for any of these projects, waste occurred because investments had been made in 
staffing, designs, planning and even capital purchases.   
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When funding was withdrawn all of the associated effort and money was lost, there was no 
return to the state for its outlays.    WSF can’t plan and execute expansion in this situation.  It 
must find a way to make growth accommodation less expensive to start and stop as external 
events will it.  
 
Labor believes that a shorter vessel lifecycle will produce a more efficient and predictable 
capacity change opportunity as a byproduct of normalizing new vessel construction.   
 
The long vessel lifecycle we now use works against fleet expansion by consuming spare vessels.  
Because we have a shortage of spare vessels, none is available to provide expanded service.   
 
By comparison, new construction (associated with shorter lifecycles) does not consume ship 
time.  It never requires a spare ship to support it.  When a new ship is ready for service, WSF can 
choose the best time and place to retire the old ship it replaces.   
 
If there are business conditions which dictate some continued use for the vessel being replaced 
other than retirement, such as a stand by vessel, then WSF has the option of doing so quickly and 
at low expense.  If service needs to expand, then postponing the retirement until expansion 
tonnage is delivered is also easily accomplished.   
 
 

e) No resale value 

 
Labor agrees with CGR, there is little resale value in a 60 year old double ended car ferry.   
 
We would also point out that there is little resale value in a 35 year old ferry as the Panel 
members from the Cape May-Lewes Ferry can report.  They have been trying unsuccessfully to 
sell two of their older boats for some time now.   
 
The age of a large ferry has little impact on its marketability; most have little resale value 
because of their limited utility to other operators. This CRG reason to support the 60 year 
lifecycle should not be a consideration in the adoption of any lifecycle model.    
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PVA Recommendation  
 
 
 

 

 

WSDOT Response 

 

 

 
 

Union Response 

 
 

 
 
 

Labor Position 

Labor believes that in order to properly determine the amount of capital funding needed, 

WSDOT should take into account Labors responses to Recommendations #3, #4, #5, #7, #8 and 

#14.  

 Recommendation # 6 

The Panel strongly recommends that a dedicated capital funding source for new vessel 

construction be identified and implemented. 

Labor agrees with this recommendation. 

WSF agrees with this recommendation. 
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Labor Position 
 
We disagree with the PVA Panel.  It is not possible to support either the CRG Recommended 
Fleet Plan or the WSF Scenario A Fleet proposal, with only 22 ships over the next 16 years. 
 
Insufficient Spare Ships  
 
WSF has requested 22 ships to support a 19 vessel service plan.  It intends to use one of the three 
ships as a “stand-by” vessel rather than as a vessel to support the maintenance and preservation 
needs of the fleet.     
 
Having two vessels for maintenance support each year results in 730 maintenance days (2 x 365) 
per year distributed among 22 vessels.  This equates to 4.74 weeks of out-of-service time per 
year.   
 
WSF needs a minimum of three ships or 1095 maintenance days per year to provide 7 weeks of 
maintenance and preservation.  
 
Both fleet plans put forward in the above recommendations are short of maintenance spare 
vessels using the data presented in the CRG report to the JTC in their “Long Range Finances 
Report” of May 2009. 
 

 Recommendation # 7 

(#7) The Panel recommends that WSF plan around a fleet of 22 vessels.  

WSF agrees with this recommendation. 

Labor disagrees with this recommendation.  The size of the fleet required depends 

on its preservation requirements.  
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The CRG Recommended Fleet  
 
Labor is concerned that the CRG Recommended Fleet will become the total of new vessel 
deliveries over the next decade.  We think this is a very problematical situation for WSF.   
 
The CRG Recommended Fleet is deficient in large spare vessels and cannot support the 
tremendous increase in preservation work load developing.  Their plan also results in the oldest 
average large vessel age in WSF history.  These two features make this proposal impossible for 
Labor to support.  
 
A CRG analysis of the 2008 maintenance year reported that the fleet wide average for spare 
vessel usage was 7 weeks per vessel (out-of-service time).  This is the combined average of large 
and small ships.  Labor regards it as unrepresentative of the large vessel requirements.  This is 
important because the proposed CRG fleet has an inadequate number of large vessels and an 
excess number of small spare vessels; it simply cannot support large vessel maintenance. 
 
Large vessels require longer periods out of service than smaller vessels because they have more 
area to paint, more machinery, more piping and wiring.  They have more systems identified in 
the Life Cycle Model.  Because of this, the fleet average out of service requirement assigned by 
CRG is not representative of our large vessel requirements.  Labor has examined the 2008 data 
collected by CRG and determined that is shows the large vessels in our fleet required 8.56 weeks 
of out of service time at that time 
 
While the CRG data shows that the large vessel population requires 8.56 weeks out of service, 
the CRG Recommended Fleet model results in just one Jumbo Class vessel covering all 9 large 
vessels combined (Supers, Jumbos and Jumbo MKII Class vessels) for most of the year.  This 
equates to each vessel getting 5.78 weeks of out-of service-time per year.   
 
Knowing that the large vessels have only 5.78 weeks of spare vessel time but require 8.56 weeks 
is only part of the problem.  There are two others. 
 
The data showing the 8.56 week requirement is taken from 2008.  The large vessels of the fleet 
will age 10 years in the next decade as no new large ships are being requested under the CRG 
Recommended Fleet Proposal.  As the preservation program is designed to invest in vessels as 
they age, the 10 years has a significant impact on their need for out-of service time. 
 
According to Labor’s analysis of the preservation LCCM, the workload on this class will double 
in 10 years.  Doubling the work load with no new ships and an insufficient number of spare ships 
will result in significant increases in out-of-service requirements for the large boats during that 
period.  
 
The shortage of large boats will result in downsizing to a great degree in order to get the 
preservation work done.  In fact we think the downsizing may be so common that it will appear 
to be a permanent condition from the point of view of the customer.   
 
With the CRG proposal, WSF will have a large population of old large ships during the next 16 
years and an insufficient number of spare ships to preserve them.   
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The WSF Scenario A  
 
The WSF plan is an improvement but it still ends up short of spare ships.  With only two spare 
ships the WSF fleet average out-of-service figure produced is insufficient to support the 
preservation program.  A third vessel is needed.   
 
Labor believes that the WSF preservation situation could have been improved if it had switched 
to 144 car construction for the third ship.  The WSF chose to wait until the third 64 car vessel 
was built.  This strategy created a significant risk that there would not be enough funding 
available to build the 144 at that point for the benefit of a small reduction in cost for the third 
boat due to serialized production.  
 
That situation appears to have materialized, as a result there will be an excess of small vessels 
and a shortage of large ones.     
 
Labor’s greatest disappointment with the WSF plan is that it will not be built, because it used the 
wrong delivery strategy.   
 
 

Budget Based Projections   

 
There is a relationship between budget and calendar time in preservation activities which make it 
possible to project the ability of WSF to spend it’s preservation budget with the number of spare 
ships it has available.  It is an empirical relationship found to be very accurate over dozens of 
shipyard projects our members have scheduled and executed during the last 20 years. 
 
The ability of a shipyard to spend money efficiently is limited to their ability to plan and manage 
workloads.   Over time, WSF preservation managers have observed that the ability of a shipyard 
to execute contracts at a rate higher than 1 million dollars a month leads to reductions in 
efficiency.  While this number does not apply to new construction, it seems to follow the 
preservation and maintenance projects well enough to be a useful planning tool.   
 
At the rate of 1 million dollars per month, we can associate each spare vessel with the 
expenditure of 24 million dollars per biennium.  If a preservation budget for a biennium is 24 
million dollars, WSF will need one spare ship to deliver that work.  If the budget is 48 million 
dollars, WSF will need two spare vessels to deliver that much work and so on.   
 
In cases where seasonal service reductions occur, the temporarily available spare vessels can be 
calculated at 1 million per month.  
 
Using this association as a cross check of the biennium by biennium work load increases 
identified in the LCCM, we can project spare vessel requirements during the coming 16 year 
period which are historically representative of need.   
 
In the 2013-15 biennium WSF will need three full time maintenance vessels if the preservation 
budget remains below approximately 75 million dollars.   
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After the 2015 the budget level and workload rise will require four spare vessels to deliver. 
     
After 2017-19 the proposed preservation budget requirements identified by WSF rise 
significantly until the end of the 16 year projection, the CRG Recommended Fleet preservation 
proposal is almost flat.  Labor is suspicious of this data because the CRG Recommended Fleet is 
much older than the WSF fleet, particularly in the classes which are the most in need of 
preservation.   
 
In our experience, the fleet proposed by the CRG in that time period should require substantially 
more investment than the WSF fleet.  According to CRG the reverse is true.  We have our doubts 
that the CRG numbers are correct.   
 
The nuances of the CRG tables aside, the clear outcome of our assessment is that 22 ships will 
not support a 19 ship service plan, with two spare ships and one in standby during the next 16 
years.   
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 
 

 
 
 
Labor Position 
 
The purpose of this proposal is to reduce the cost of new vessel construction for WSF vessels. 
 
Labor endorses a conversation on this subject but we are reluctant to support it.  We think it will 
hurt an important industry to the economy of our state and could result in greater costs than 
savings when all related issues are evaluated.      
 
Labor is interested in capital investments that deliver the lowest total ownership cost to the state.  
In some cases these costs are easy to quantify and others it is not so easy.  In our view, this 
proposal is more challenging to evaluate than a simple examination of the bottom line suggests 
because it affects an entire industry.  It affects our economy.     
 
We believe that the Legislature should consider the financial health of all Washingtonians in 
determining which way it is best to proceed in this matter.    
 
 
Considerations 

 
Labor suggests that any discussion of a nationwide contract should include an economic impact 
analysis of the various courses of action available.  We think these considerations should be 
included.   

 Recommendation # 8 

(#8) The Panel recommends that WSF bid construction of vessels nationwide. 

WSF will evaluate this further in advance of the next vessel procurement contracting 

opportunity, which is currently expected to be in about 10 years.   

Labor does not agree with this recommendation.    
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• Build in Washington maintains a strong industrial base in Puget Sound.   

 
New vessel construction in Puget Sound strengthens our shipyard industries.  It gives 
them national prominence and helps to ensure sustainability of the industry. 
 
The Puget Sound shipyard industry supports a very large community of commercial and 
government owned vessels.  These owners base their ships and businesses in Puget Sound 
because of our marine infrastructure.  As we lose that infrastructure, the incentive for 
those other owners to stay is diminished.   
 
These owners can move their ships different regions for service.  We have recently seen 
the National Oceanic and Oceanographic Administration move its entire Pacific fleet out 
of Seattle for a new base being built in Oregon.   
 
WSF cannot its vessels to another region, even just for maintenance. It is therefore the 
State of Washington that has the most to gain and the most to lose in the health of our 
local shipyard industry.      
 

• Local competition for preservation work is more crucial to WSF than nationwide 

competition for new construction.  

 
The preservation of WSF vessels consumes more resources than new construction.   
If we lose shipyards because our ships are built in other states, the net impact on WSF 
may be higher preservation costs than the new construction cost savings we would 
realize.  
 
The loss of shipyards would also hurt WSF scheduling flexibility.  The situation could 
result in both higher cost and more restricted shipyard availability.   

 

• Build in Washington trains the apprentices who will maintain that same ship and other 

WSF vessels for their entire working careers.   

 
Apprentice programs are skill academies.  Washington State has an interest in supporting 
its own citizens with apprentice programs funded by our capital construction budgets. 
These programs return our investment in them many times over for decades and so 
should be a high priority for the state to support.   
 
Building WSF ships here trains the workers who will maintain them during their long 
lifecycles.  WSF benefits from access to skilled journeymen as are employed by our 
Eagle Harbor Maintenance facility and local shipyards.   
 

• WSDOT should support local WSF new construction with state funding freed by other 

federal grants.   
 

The WSF is part of the WSDOT.  We believe that WSDOT should increase its federal 
funding requests for highway projects so that it can direct a greater percentile of state 
funding to new vessel construction.   
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• How can we influence national businesses to invest in the Pacific Northwest if we are 

unwilling to do it ourselves?  

 

The state must be its own best advocate for quality, education and skilled workers.    
 

• Labor is concerned about the quality of vessels built outside of our region. 

 

As we have all experienced at one time or another, the lowest price is not always the best 
deal.  We are concerned about the quality of vessels built in remote locations that we are 
unable to manage closely.   

 

• WSF retains the ability to obtain federal funding for propulsion systems via the owner 

furnished equipment concept our members pioneered for the 144 program.    

 
Our members brought forward the idea to procure the propulsion systems of the new 144 
class separately from the hulls to access federal money on a “Build in Washington” 
contract.  We believe that this ensures that a substantial portion of new construction costs 
will always be underwritten by the FTA and reduces the savings associated with off shore 
construction.  
 

• WSF should consider “project sharing” construction strategies  

 

It is not unusual to build portions of ships in more than one shipyard.  Labor suggests that 
nationwide bidding may be used to construct portions of a new ship remotely but is 
subsequently finished in Puget Sound.  The hull could be built out of state, towed to 
Puget Sound then finished as a dock side project enabling Washington shipyards with no 
dry dock capacity to compare for the work.   
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 

 
 

 
Labor Position 

 
Labor believes that the annual review of the types and levels of insurance coverage is in the best 
interest of all parties.   

 
 

  

 Recommendation #9 

(#9) The Panel recommends that current marine insurance policies for vessels, terminals and 

other ferry facilities be examined further to determine whether they have the proper types 

and levels of coverage. 

WSF agrees with this recommendation. 

Labor agrees with this recommendation. 
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PVA Recommendation  
 
 
 

 

 

WSDOT Response 

 

 

 
 

 

Union Response 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Labor Response 

 
WSF has done an excellent job of tracking passenger and crew injuries, but there is always room 
for improvement.   
 
An independent study done by Michael Bennion from the University of Washington “A 

Comparison of Operational Performance:  Washington State Ferries to Ferry Operators 

Worldwide”, proves that our safety record is very good and in 2002 there were only 5.02 
passenger injuries per million passengers.  BC Ferries reported 13.17 passenger injuries per 
million in the past year.   
 
Labor employees are the first responders to passenger injuries.  The United States Coast Guard 
(USCG) requires every Mate to have Advanced First Aid certification.  Anytime someone on our 
vessels gets injured or is having any sort of medical issue, we respond, everything from scrapped 
knees from kids running and falling to myocardial infarction.  Each incident is documented, 
logged and sent to the WSF Safety office. 
 

 Recommendation # 10 

(10) The Panel recommends that WSF continue to develop a strong loss-prevention program 

for passenger and crew accidents. 

Labor agrees, in part, with the PVA recommendation.  Labor does not agree with WSDOT 

and does not wish to see the Jones Act, a federally mandated legal remedy for maritime 

injuries to be dismantled for a state run compensation system. 

WSF agrees with this recommendation and is also looking at opportunities to reduce costs 

by switching employee coverage from the Jones Act to the state workers’ compensation 

system. 
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Jones Act 

 
There have been many discussions in the legislature the past few years about the Jones Act vs. 
Labor and Industries (L&I).   
 
In 2010 the Joint Transportation Committee commissioned the Cedar River Group to review the 
Jones Act.  Their report illustrates that any change in compensation for maritime employees must 
be negotiated, and depending on the outcome of those negotiations or arbitration, it could be 
more costly for Washington State.  Under the Jones Act neither the employee nor the employer 
pay any premium for coverage, but under L&I, premiums are $500 per employee on average.   
 
The Jones Act requires the employee to file a claim, in most cases the employee wants the 
medical expenses covered and their time off reimbursed.  The state can cover these costs without 
any litigation; unfortunately, the employees have been told by the employer that they will need to 
sue in order to have their out of pocket expenses and time off reimbursed.  If an employee was 
taken care of by the employer when an injury occurred, the vast majority of the litigation 
expenses would never occur, except for the most serious injuries where negligence by the 
employer could be proven.   
 
Labor believes the money spent on litigation could be better spent in taking care of their 
employees and saving the rest for operational needs.   Maritime employees have the burden of 
being 100% fit for duty by the USCG and can’t work half time or in a limited duty status.   
 
Kathy Scanlan from the Cedar River Group testified in December before the Joint Transportation 
Committee. In her testimony she stated that Jones Act cases that are forced to litigation by the 
state take 3 to 5 years to be completed.  Leaving the employees out money during that time 
which only compounds the amount asked for in the suit, much more than would have been paid 
out if the claim was paid.   
 
If Washington State were to move maritime employees to L&I they are likely to pay premiums 
and the claims still pending for the next 3 to 5 years.  This would be a considerable added 
expense for those years that the state currently cannot afford. 
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 

 
 

 
Labor Position 

 
The PVA recommendation is to establish additional key metrics in the areas; level of service, 
cost efficiency and safety.  The report also states that “Clearly WSF is successful in providing 
safe, reliable transportation at a reasonable price”.  The Panel also states that WSF does a good 
job of tracking safety and reliability. 
 
Panel Recommendations 

 

• Level of Service 
 

1. On-time departures:  WSF and Labor work jointly to track on time performance 
(OTP).  There is a late departure tracking sheet that asks how late the departure 
was and lists the reasons why.  Of all the ferry systems involved in the PVA, 
Staten Island ferry is the next largest to WSF, carrying 21 million passengers on 5 
passenger vessels and its OTP is 92%.    
 
WSF carries 23 million passengers; the largest number of passengers carried by 
any ferry system in North America and 10 million vehicles; the largest number of 
vehicles carried by any ferry system in the world, on 21 vessels servicing 20 
terminals with an OTP is 83%, according to the Grey Notebook.   
 

 Recommendation #11 

(#11) The Panel recommends that WSF establish additional key metrics in the following 

areas:  level of service, cost efficiency and safety.  

WSF agrees with this recommendation. 

Labor agrees with this recommendation. 
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Because the majority of the service we provide is commuter traffic, the schedules 
are made very tight to provide as many trips as possible during the commuter 
hours.  Puget Sound is an area that frequently encounters dense fog, causing 
vessels to run at a reduced speed.  This often makes the tightest schedules 
impossible to keep on time.   
 
The Edmonds terminal is crossed by railroad tracks that delay departures on that 
run daily.  Carrying autos has its own set of issues; lost keys, keys locked in the 
car, lost or missing auto passengers, dead auto batteries, flat tires, etc.  Most of the 
time the deck crew handles these issues quickly, but occasionally a tow truck 
must be called.  These can delay our offload and consequently delay our 
departure.   
 
Several of our terminals are located near dive parks and rescues by the deck crew 
are frequent.  Medical emergencies can also delay a departure. 
 

2. Vehicle deck utilization:  This is easy to track but difficult to put into practice.  
On most routes, from the start of the running schedule to the end of the evening 
commute the deck utilization is above 75%, but late evening to early morning 
runs are below 50%.  Because we provide service to islands and we carry a large 
number of swing shift and graveyard workers on our central sound routes we must 
provide service.   
 
Labor has given WSF the idea of using smaller vessels during these evening to 
early morning runs, however WSF does not have extra vessels to make this 
happen, furthermore WSF does not have enough available slips at the terminals to 
tie the smaller vessel up in.  This is not an option until more ships are built. 
 

3. Trip reliability:  According to the Grey Notebook, WSF reliability is 99.7%, with 
28% of the missed sailings occurring on the Port Townsend to Coupeville route.  
Many of these missed sailings are scheduled due to tides and currents.  The public 
is made aware of these cancelled trips well in advance, as tide books are 
published a year in advance.  Storms make up some of the missed sailing on this 
route as well.  High winds and waves make it difficult for the small vessel that 
operates on that route.   
 
With roughly 170,000 sailings annually to miss only .3% of them, WSF and 
Labor should be commended.    
 

4. Customer satisfaction:  In a recent survey, data shows 72% of customers were 
satisfied with WSF service.  Complaints from customers are so few that they are 
recorded as complaint per 100,000 passengers.  Traditionally about 2.5 per 
100,000 or .000025%.  Recently there has been multiple schedule changes 
throughout the system and an organized write in campaign because of a galley 
closure on the M.V. Hyak, complaints have increased to .000058%.   
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Private companies that serve 23 million people would be proud to have numbers 
like these, of course we would like to see these numbers back to the 2.5 per 
100,000 levels, but because of frequent vessel moves and schedule changes, it 
takes it out of Labors ability to improve all of the complaints. 

 
The Panel states several times that WSF is safe, reliable and provides reasonable fares.  With 
budget shortfalls, is it fiscally responsible to spend more money to develop more measurement 
tools to evaluate what WSF already does a pretty good job of keeping track of? 
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 

 
 
 
Labor Position 

 
Labor agrees with the WSF position.  
 
We believe there are two strategies which should be employed in response to this PVA 
recommendation.   
 
First we would develop a series of actions which are available currently that will reduce dry 
docking costs.  We have offered a few of these in the following sections. 
 
Second, we would examine the statutory and logistical obstacles to cost reduction the WSF refers 
to.  We would analyze the consequences and benefits of each of these issues and devise logical 
proposals to remove them where it is in the best strategic interest of WSF to do so.   
 
We would not reduce the quality of future shipyard work by sacrificing apprenticeship programs 

in our contracts.      

 
 
 
 
 

 Recommendation #12 

(#12) The Panel recommends that WSF run a test project to contract dry docking for one 

vessel class such as the Issaquah Class. 

WSF will continue to assess the potential to improve the competitiveness of dry docking 

contract opportunities.  

Labor agrees with WSF. 



Ferry Unions Coalition Response  PVA Expert Panel Report 

52 

January 20, 2011 

Possible Cost Reduction Strategies 

 
The following cost reduction strategies demonstrate how WSF could benefit by integrating every 
workforce competency to achieve the goal of lower dry-dock costs.  It is a simple application of 
the lowest total ownership cost model we think WSF should apply in all efficiencies it pursues.    
 

• WSF can eliminate dozens of future dry docking contracts for the purpose of steel 

replacement by shifting to shorter vessel lifecycles. 
 

The 60 year lifecycle adds to the non-competitive dry-docking problem in Puget Sound.  
This is a product of having older ships in inventory which require more steel 
preservation.   
 
Shorter lifecycles require less time on dry dock for steel replacement because they do not 
require extensive repairs.  
 

• It should reconsider the use of technologies and designs that require additional dry-dock 

time like keel coolers and controllable pitch propellers. 

 
WSF should factor in the dry-dock problem in new ship designs.   
 
The recently built Chetzemoka is an example of how not to arrange a ship in order to 
avoid dry dock expenses.  The ship has 12 keel coolers which will require dry docking to 
repair and maintain.  They can be easily damaged in groundings which are a significant 
risk at Keystone. 
 

• WSF should consider new construction contracts that include credit dry docking for the 

first 10 years of service.    

 
This would eliminate four future dry dock contracts per vessel built.  If WSF builds ships 
on a shorter lifecycle than 60 years the strategy would have a proportionally greater 
savings impact on WSF dry docking costs.  If WSF chooses to bid nationwide, it could 
become a consideration in the bid preparation by contractors in other states.      
 
The Legislature might include this requirement as part of the lowest lifecycle cost 
evaluation 

 

• Explore expansion of the Under Water Body Inspection in Liu of Dry-docking program 

that the CML Ferry system employs.  

 
We believe a very successful program could be developed in parallel to the shorter 
lifecycle models that Labor regards as reasonable alternatives to the 60 year lifecycle 
proposed by PVA.   
 
It would be inadvisable, considering the recent history of WSF steel replacement in older 
ships, to justify pursuit of this option on any classes that are not relatively new.    
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• Revise the credit dry-docking strategy. 

 
Currently WSF vessels are dry docked for two to three weeks in each of two dry dock 
examinations.  Consider strategies which will compress the amount of time required by 
one of these two activities into the minimum necessary to inspect the ship and get it to the 
next scheduled dry dock period.   
 
We believe factors to consider are the 60 year life cycle of steel, coating preservation 
requirements, shaft seal maintenance, keel cooler designs and controllable pitch propeller 
maintenance.   

 

• WSF should consider contract alternatives which combine dry dock work with optional 

dockside packages.   

 
Award the dockside work to a dry docking shipyard if it can bid an overall package that 
is less than the engineers estimate for individual dry dock and dockside packages bid 
separately.  

 

• WSF should consider the planned lifecycle of the ship in selecting new ship hull plate 

thickness.   
 
If it uses long lifecycles, it should increase hull thickness in the potions of the hull which 
come in contact with saltwater.  This allows the more time before wastage necessitates 
replacement and extended dry-dock periods.   
 

• WSF should ensure that current vessels and future designs are properly arranged to 

minimize steel wastage from the inside out.   

 
All ships should have coated bilge holding tanks, all bilges should be kept clean, epoxy 
coated and dry at all times.   There should never be salt water in any bilge at WSF.  
Bilges should be fully accessible by crew members to conduct maintenance.  
 

• WSF should consider expansion of the EHMF Shore Gang or Yard Oiler program to 

aggressively support bilge coating renewals during vessel maintenance periods.   

 

Coating preservation is the key to minimizing steel wastage and extended dry dock 
availabilities.  Currently only ship’s crew members paint bilges between major 
preservation investment cycles (several years).   
 
In-service painting by crews is challenging due to condensation and contamination.  It 
also is difficult in terms of crew access to some areas of the ship at night.    
 
Preservation of hull internal surfaces in commercial shipyards is disruptive to other crew 
maintenance activities and more expensive than crew labor to perform the exact same 
job. The large scale processes undertaken in commercial shipyards also result in 
significant contamination concerns for sensitive machinery and electronics.   
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• All new ships should be fitted with impressed current devices.   

 
No WSF vessels should be built with Zinc only galvanic protection.  Zinc deteriorates 
quickly in the presence of stray electrical currents in water.    
 

• All WSF night tie up facilities and Eagle Harbor should be surveyed for the presence of 

stray electrical currents which deteriorate vessel steel.   
 

These surveys should be undertaken on a regular basis.  
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 

Union Response 

 
 
  
 

  
 

 
Labor Position 
 
Labor agrees with the WSF response to the PVA Panel recommendation.    
 

The CRG Proposal  
 
This CRG recommendation would have numerous negative impacts on the WSF, briefly these 
are a few: 
 

• Increase the average annual out of service time for the fleet. 
 

A contract with this clause would require the shipyard to take more time to perform the 
contracted work.  That work could only proceed in steps that would allow the ship to be 
restored to service in a day.  The affect could only be to increase the length of the 
contract period or reduce the scope of work being undertaken.  Because projects would 
take longer to accomplish, the annual out of service time for each vessel would increase 
by a factor related to the number of these contracts and the amount of work planned for 
accomplishment in each one.       

 Recommendation # 13 

(#13) The Panel recommendation that WSF not adopt Cedar River Group’s 

suggestion that WSF require as part of their shipyard contracts that a vessel in 

intermediate maintenance at a commercial shipyard be available within 24 hours in 

order to provide back-up service.  

WSF agrees with this recommendation.  

Labor agrees with this recommendation.    
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• Increase the cost of WSF commercial contracts. 

 

In a shipyard, a day at the dock is billable, it is a cost item.  If a WSF vessel occupies the 
dock for a longer period, it robs the shipyard of contract opportunities with other ships.  
The state would pay for that additional time period.   
  
This proposal also increases planning costs for the shipyard and requires them to be 
inefficient with their work force.  These costs are all passed along to WSF.    
 

• Increase the need for more spare vessels to maintain the fleet.   

 
Because WSF ships will spend more time in the shipyard we will need more spare ships.  
In this sense the proposal actually causes the problem it was intended to help alleviate.   
 

• Reduce competition among commercial shipyards bidding on WSF contracts.     

 

Shipyard planners would find the risk of this contract unpalatable.  They would avoid 
these WSF contracts unless the rewards were very attractive to them.  The best shipyards 
would not undertake these jobs were they had a choice of bidding on other projects which 
had a better risk reward outcome.   

 

 

The Better Alternative 
 
Labor believes that WSF already enjoys the capability this CRG proposal is trying to achieve at 
the Eagle Harbor Maintenance Facility.   
 
The EHMF is able to restore ships to service quickly if required in an emergency.  This 
opportunity could be enhanced by design if WSF found an ongoing need or advantage in doing 
so.   Former WSF maintenance managers now represented by Labor report having made this a 
routine consideration in devising vessel maintenance schedules in previous years.  
 
We think the infrequency of vessel casualties and the Eagle Harbor opportunity are sufficient to 
cover the situation this recommendation seeks to address at the lowest possible cost.   
 
 
     
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 



Ferry Unions Coalition Response  PVA Expert Panel Report 

57 

January 20, 2011 

 
 

PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Labor Response 

 
We believe that the emphasis by WSF on Terminal Improvement prior to 2008 was excessive.      
 
Redirecting Terminal Engineering to preservation work raises the expectation that the WSF 
Vessel Construction program would be benefitted by a corresponding increase in management 
attention.   We do not see evidence that it has. Labor has noticed deterioration in the quality of 
new vessel construction since the Terminal Improvement Projects were eliminated.   
 
Labor believes this is a product of the Vessel Engineering reorganization at WSF which occurred 
at about the same time as the Terminal Engineering changes.  We think this reorganization has 
reduced the ability of Maintenance Department leadership to focus on maintenance and 
preservation issues by increasing their span of responsibility without commensurate resources 
and professional credentials.   
 

 Recommendation # 15 

(#15) The Panel recommends that WSF continue to emphasize vessel construction, 

not terminal construction as a priority.  However terminal maintenance and 

preservation must be supported appropriately to maximize the life of all current 

facilities.  

WSF agrees with this recommendation, though rather than using and independent 

cost estimator to help improve the quality of cost estimates, WSF will make greater 

use of WSDOT’s CEVP/CRA process.  

Labor concurs with the PVA recommendation for the period of the current financial 

crisis.  
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This change was inconsistent with WSDOT organizational structure at headquarters and in the 
regions.  In each location, the maintenance organization is distinct from the design and project 
management organizations.  It is inconsistent with any other era at WSF during which there was 
so much preservation investment and construction activity.  It appears to us as inevitable that the 
quality of oversight once provided by the Director of Vessel Engineering must deteriorate.  
 
Labor believes there is enough evidence of loss to reconsider the reorganization that has taken 
place.   For example: 
 

• The newest vessel, for which WSF paid a premium to deliver early, was delivered late in 
spite of payment that exceeded the contracted amount to include overtime added to the 
production schedule.     

 

• The newly delivered vessel has received nearly $500,000.00 in modifications and 
corrections at the WSF Eagle Harbor Maintenance Facility before being placed into 
service.  It required post-delivery shipyard modifications to add rub rails, at added 
expense.  More improvement work is planned such as the addition of shaft brakes.   
 

• The new ship requires more crewmembers and consumes more fuel than the 1927 ships 
they replace.  This was forecast by Labor to management before the contract was 
awarded.  The delivered ship suffers from the inefficiencies we said it would have.  

 

• The construction staff has altered the meticulously designed and tested 144 car vessel 
hull design at the request of a shipyard to make it easier to build.  Fuel efficiency was a 
critical design criteria of the ship, the impact of these changes are unknown.  There is no 
analysis of the affect these changes will have on the fuel efficiency of the hull.    
 

• The condition rating of the fleet has deteriorated since the reorganization took place.    
WSF has been unsuccessful delivering the full preservation program each year.   
 

• Technical problems have interfered with upgrades to the Super Class. 
 

• There are an insufficient number of spare ships in the WSF request for a 22 ship fleet to 
meet the developing preservation work load.  
 

• The Chetzemoka was designed without emphasis on reliability elements proposed by 
vessel operators that have been incorporated into previous WSF designs.  
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

 

PVA Recommended Approaches 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Recommendation # 16 

(#16) The Panel recommends that WSF explore different approaches to in house 

maintenance.  The Panel suggested a few alternative approaches and stated that the 

implementation of the approaches may not be practical given WSF labor agreements 

and current staffing levels.  

1. WSF should study having regularly scheduled second and possibly third shifts (at 

Eagle Harbor).  

2. There should be a core group of trades on each shift.  Having additional shifts 

would better match the schedules of the vessels at times when work can be 

completed.  The need for calling out staff and incurring overtime charges would be 

reduced.  SSA has a night engineer and maintenance staff that work on the vessel 

during their overnight tie-up.  GGF has three shifts working seven days per week.   

3. A riding crew on the vessels at night in addition to the ship’s crew could perform 

some work while the vessel is underway or out of service.  This is common practice 

on ocean-going ships and might reduce the average annual time the vessels are laid 

up for maintenance.    

4. A second maintenance facility on the east side of Puget Sound that can be 

operated with second or third shifts to better align with the 24/7/365 nature of ferry 

operations.  This might be able to be based out of the WSF warehouse so no new 

facility is required.  

5. Currently, employees are dispatched straight from home for non-emergency 

work; avoid the need for the employee to report to any facility prior to traveling to 

the vessel or facility that needs repair.  This practice should be continued and 

expanded as necessary.   
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WSDOT Response to PVA Approaches 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Union Response  
 
 
 
  
1.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Labor does not agree with the PVA recommendation and endorses the WSF 

response. 

2. Labor does not agree with the PVA recommendation and endorses the WSF 

response. 

3. Labor does not agree with the PVA recommendation and endorses the WSF 

response. 

4. Labor does not agree with the PVA recommendation and endorses the WSF 

response.     

5. Labor agrees with the PVA recommendation and endorses the WSF response.  

1 & 2. WSF does not agree with either alternative approach.    

3. WSF currently employs engine room crews to perform maintenance work while 

vessels are underway and tied up after normal service hours (see response to 

Recommendation #29)  

4.  WSF agrees with the intent of this recommendation and currently employs a 

mobile shop operation that accomplishes the goals of having a 24/7/365 shop on the 

eastside of Puget Sound.  However, building or repurposing a portion of the WSF 

warehouse would require additional funding which would pose a significant 

challenge given the current economic climate.   

5. Recommendation is in use and additional opportunities to expand this practice 

will be considered for efficiency and cost savings when it is in the best interest of 

WSF.  
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Labor Response General 

 
Labor appreciates the value the Panel sees in the Eagle Harbor facility personnel.  It is a unique 
workforce and WSF’s most valuable single resource.   
 
Labor does agree that the WSF needs to rethink its approach to in-house maintenance.  To that 
end Labor has offered numerous maintenance cost reduction proposals in our response to the 
Panel’s recommendations.   
 
We think our vision for reduction strategies are in sharp contrast with the PVA proposals 
contained in this report.   We generally disagree with the PVA recommendations which relate to 
maintenance because they achieve cost savings primarily by reducing vessel maintenance 
condition.    In addition the PVA provides no cost analysis of their proposals and do not discuss 
the full range of consequences of their proposals.    
 
Each of the PVA proposals in this recommendation is symptomatic of a reactive maintenance 
strategy which WSF does not employ.   They have little practical benefit to WSF because we 
practice a preventive maintenance strategy that avoids the need for normalizing an emergency 
response team by minimizing the frequency and gravity of the emergencies.   
 
The PVA fleets emphasize this competency because they need it.   
 
Labor argues against most PVA recommendation 16 proposals because they would only reduce 
the number of WSF personnel available to perform planned preventative maintenance on our 
ships.  These PVA proposals can only make sense if the role of WSF crews in maintenance is 
minimized.  This is not feasible and so there is no cost reduction opportunity to be realized by 
implementing the PVA changes to the EHMF personnel.     
 
 

Labor Position Approach 1 
 

Multiple shifts at Eagle Harbor cannot reduce costs unless it is the product of a cost analysis that 
identifies the overtime call out history by craft.  In addition to overtime analysis, the effective 
loss of straight time maintenance hours must also be quantified.  Reducing overtime to reduce 
maintenance is not a dollar for dollar cost reduction benefit.   
 
We agree with the WSF response. 
 
 
Labor Position Approach 2 

 
The effect of this proposal would be to reduce the number of persons available to perform 
maintenance on the ship.  It would not benefit the fleet and would have almost no impact on cost.  
There was no financial analysis of this proposal by PVA.   
 
We agree with the WSF response. 
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Labor Position Approach 3 

 
WSF already does this to the degree it is practicable and there are sufficient workers available to 
accommodate it.   
 
Labor finds it ironic that the PVA would recommend that WSF should remove their complete 
crews from the ships when the ships are out of service for maintenance in the shipyard.  
Simultaneously it argues that when those same ships are back in service and carrying passengers 
again WSF should put shipyard workers on it to do the work the crew would have done in the 
shipyard but were removed for cost savings purposes.  (See recommendation 30) 
 
We agree with the WSF response.   
 

 

Labor Position Approach 4 
 
WSF has accomplished this without the need for dedicated infrastructure.  A decade ago WSF 
implemented the Eagle Harbor Mobility Program to bring shop level capability directly to the 
fleet and terminals as needed.  It is superior to the satellite facility concept which was studied in 
great detail prior to executing the Mobility Program. 
 
Each of these alternatives was fully vetted in the context of early design studies related to the 
EHMF renovation.   
 
We agree with the WSF response. 
 

 

Labor Position Approach 5 
 
Labor believes this process is a functional improvement that would make the concurrent 
maintenance/preservation program more efficient.  
 
We agree with the WSF response.  
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Labor Position  

 
We disagree with the PVA recommendation.   
 
 Labor believes that the relationship between managers, supervisors and workers at Eagle Harbor 
is a model for WSF and all state government to emulate.   
 
Supervisor Model 

 
WSF has historically emphasized the role of the supervisor.  Evidence of this can be seen in all 
departments.  The best example of this strategy is the Staff Chief Engineer position which WSF 
has assigned standing as the “single vessel owner”, a concept first put forward in response to 
recommendations in the 1991 Booze-Allen Hamilton Study.    
 
The Booze Allen study proposed a single manager for each vessel as a means to improve the 
quality of oversight and supervision given to the ship.  WSF agreed to the benefit of this 
ownership concept but chose to give it to the Staff Chief Engineer instead of hiring additional 
managers at added cost.    
 
WSF chose to empower the supervisor rather than to create additional managers. We believe this 
is an excellent model and by their subsequent actions, WSF does also.  In recent years the Deck 

 Recommendation # 17 

(#17)  The Panel recommends additional Eagle Harbor Maintenance Facility 

supervisory staff that is part of management and not part of the labor force.  

WSF agrees with this recommendation, however, due to funding constraints, does 

not intend to pursue additional staffing at this time.   

Labor disagrees with the PVA recommendation.  
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Department and Terminal Departments have attempted to emulate the supervisor-ownership 
concept with the creation of Staff Masters and Terminal Supervisor positions.   
 
The Supervisors at Eagle Harbor are the various shop foremen and the General Foreman.  They 
have functioned with a very high level of autonomy and have a strong record of supporting the 
WSF mission in a manner that closely corresponds to the Staff Chief Engineer position in the 
fleet.   
 
 
EHMF  

 
There is no evidence that changing course and shifting the role of owner back to management is 
needed at the EHMF.  
 
There is no claim that Eagle Harbor has any specific problem that one more manager and one 
less supervisor will correct.   The EHMF already has more managers than any other facility WSF 
operates except for headquarters itself.  It also has the highest ratio of managers to supervisors 
and managers to workers of any WSF facility.  
  
The EHMF is always under budget.  It has the lowest cost professional labor in the Puget Sound 
maintenance and shipyard industries.  There is very little overhead by industry standards and it 
requires almost no specification support.   
 
We believe that the efficiency of Eagle Harbor is well recognized by the legislature and private 
industry as attested to the fact that there are RCWs which restrict Eagle Harbor from performing 
work that exceeds a $120,000.   The nationally recognized consulting firm HDR, hired by the 
previous Transportation Secretary, advised him that Eagle Harbor is so efficient the WSDOT 
should have Eagle Harbor compete with private businesses for preservation contracts.   He 
started such a program immediately.   
 
The EHMF has two managers, 8 foremen, 2 planners, 2 buyers, an administrative assistant and a 
full time safety person.  Through this staff, Eagle Harbor functions at a high level of competence 
by every performance measure. 
 
Labor prefers the efficiency gained by the supervisor over the manager in that the supervisor can 
make repairs and perform both blue and white collar work with equal proficiency.  The manager 
is not capable of actually performing the work he is directing.  Since our supervisors at Eagle 
Harbor are all selected by management, we think WSF is able to influence the quality of their 
leaders to every degree available to them if they were hiring a manager.  
 
 
Waste 
 
Labor does observe waste however in how the managers at Eagle Harbor are being used by 
WSF.   Management labor is not being utilized to the highest and best use.   Their labor is being 
wasted on administrative duties that bring no value to the facility.  
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Labor sees this trend occurring throughout the technical management staff at WSF.  Instead of 
being out in the fleet, the technical managers are tediously absorbed by reviewing pay orders and 
other administrative tasks.   
 
We believe that technical management should be freed up to perform the duties their marine 
specific training and qualifications makes them competent to perform.  Their paper work burden 
should be shifted to those who do not have marine specific skills such as human resource 
managers and payroll staff who are more appropriately trained and compensated to perform this 
work.   
 
The WSF does not need more managers; it needs improved prioritization of the management 
time.       
 
 
The PVA position  
 
The PVA is wrong to benchmark Eagle Harbor management requirements with private 
shipyards.   
 
The EHMF is not a private shipyard.  It is not a shipyard at all.  The managers at Eagle Harbor 
don’t have the same job as private shipyard managers do.  There are no specifications to follow, 
no mark-ups, invoicing, change order estimates, bids or proposals to prepare.   
 
Shipyards require a relatively large staff of managers because they have unstable work forces 
and often little labor continuity between jobs.  Their business model is to hire for a job and then 
lay off when the job is over.  As a consequence, their employees are often not familiar with the 
ships or the equipment they are working on.  They depend heavily on management to fill in the 
gaps that Labor experience accounts for at Eagle Harbor. 
 
The work force at Eagle Harbor has over 2000 years of WSF experience.  We know the payoff 
for WSF is enormous.  One of these benefits is the ability to work with adequate supervision and 
minimal direct involvement by managers.  Labor competency always saves management 
expense.     
 
Eagle Harbor’s supervisors provide much of the guidance missing in the PVA’s industry norm 
conceptual model.  The EHMF does not need a higher proportion of managers because it has so 
much WSF experience and familiarity with the work and their assets.   
 
 
The Technical Manager 

 
WSF employs a very small number of technical managers other than the ones at Eagle Harbor.  
Labor counts among them the Port Captains and Port Engineers.  Beyond this very small group 
of engineers, masters and trade persons, there are no WSF officials with experience in operating 
and maintaining ferries.   
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The technical managers at WSF are highly trained and skilled professionals.  Each holds a 
professional credential in the discipline which they are employed to manage.  They are 
compensated in accordance with those qualifications.         
 
Management labor, like crew labor is valuable and expensive.  It can be wasted or directed in 
ways that provide great benefit to the organization.      
 
Technical managers should only be engaged in these administrative activities for exception 
purposes.  Administrative assignments should be minimized. Such duties should be regarded as 
inefficiencies in relation to the primary responsibilities of these individuals.   
  
WSF has the largest population of technical managers on staff in our history.  In spite of this, 
fleet personnel see them aboard ship less and less.  Management recognizes this and responds 
with proposals to increase the number of managers (PVA recommendations #2 and #17).  By 
doing this they are accommodating the creeping bureaucracy problem, not to solving it.   
 
The PVA justification for additional managers could have been written in 1990.  A review of 
WSF management history since then shows numerical growth which is not commensurate with 
improvements in efficiency, reliability or “management presence” in the fleet.  We think 
growing the management staff at Eagle Harbor will have the same effect. 
 
Labor knows of no WSF performance measure that has ever been affected by an increase in 
Management Staff.  To our knowledge, the only correlation between efficiency and managers is 
in the numbers who are laid off during a financial crisis.          
 
We know the technical managers at WSF work hard and do a good job, but hiring more to 
accommodate the steady progression of bureaucratic work load will not fix the underlying  
problem.  We want our technical managers freed up to do their jobs.   
 
WSF executives are out of touch with the workload their bureaucracy creates and its real impact 
on the performance of those managers who contribute the most to the daily success of WSF.   
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 

 
 

 
 
 

  

 Recommendation #18 

(#18) The Panel recommends that WSF continue to transition to a zero-based budget. 

While WSF believes that this recommendation offers considerable potential benefit, the 

current budget systems and resources are not adequate to fully implement “true” zero-

based budgeting in time for the development of the 2011-13 biennial budgets. 

Labor does not have a position concerning a zero-based budget at WSF. 



Ferry Unions Coalition Response  PVA Expert Panel Report 

68 

January 20, 2011 

 
 

PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Labor Position 
 
Labor believes this question should be considered in the context of the greater analysis we 
discuss in our response to Panel Recommendations #5 and #14.   
 
 

  

 Recommendation #19 

(#19) The Panel recommends that the Washington State Legislature establish a 

vessel replacement fund.  

WSF is supportive of this idea, though it recognizes that this is only one potential 

funding mechanism that could improve the long-term funding sustainability of the 

organization, and that the replacement fund would first need a source of funding.  

Labor disagrees with this recommendation.      
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 

 
 

 
Labor Position 

The WSDOT plan for fare increases makes the most since for the organization and for the 

customers.   

The Summer surcharge goes into effect in May and ends in October.  This creates the most 

perfect time for fare increases.  When the surcharge end, instead of going back to the previous 

seasons fare rates, add your fare increase at that time.  The customers still see a discount from the 

Summer rates at the toll booth, but not to the rate it was 5 months earlier.  This small increase 

will go unnoticed by most customers.   

In May of the following year when the next Summer surcharge goes into effect again, the added 

percentage of fare increase will seem like a normal increase.   

Increasing fares in January, like what happened this year, creates uncertaintly and anxiety in 

customers and labor must field the brunt of that anxiousness from the customers onboard our 

ships and at our terminals.   

Include the cost of reprograming all toll collection facilities 3 times a year instead of the two 

traditional times a year that everyone is already conditioned to.  

 Recommendation #20 

(#20) The Panel recommends that WSF institute a policy of automatic fare increases tied to 

the start of the fiscal calendar and that WSF have authority to set fares. 

WSF agrees with this recommendation in part. 

Labor agrees with WSF’s Seasonal Fare Changes. 
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PVA Recommendation  
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
 
Union Response 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 Recommendation # 21, #22 and #23 

(#21) WSF agrees with this recommendation. 

(#22) WSF agrees with this recommendation. 

(#23) WSF agrees with this recommendation.  

(#21) Labor has no comment on the merit of this specific fuel recommendation.   

(#22) Labor agrees with this recommendation.     

(#23)  Labor agrees with the PVA recommendation.  The WSF response is 

insufficient.   

(#21) Continue to take steps to implement a fuel surcharge. 

(#22) Investigate the pros and cons of a fuel price management program similar to 

that used by Clipper navigation; and 

(#23) Continue to seek new technologies that are more energy efficient and to refine 

operating procedures  
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Labor Position recommendation #21 

 
Labor has no comment on this PVA recommendation. 
 

 

Labor Position Recommendation #22 

 
Labor agrees with this PVA recommendation. 
 

 

Labor Position Recommendation #23 
 
Labor agrees with the PVA recommendation.  The WSF does not have an articulated fuel 
conservation strategy.   
 
Management performance is not measured by fuel consumption but in benchmarks that are at 
odds with fuel conservation.  To ensure their interest is in alignment with public policy on fuel 
conservation, management performance measures must be in alignment with that public policy.   
 
Labor is frustrated by WSF inactivity on the subject of fuel conservation but their position is not 
very difficult to understand.   
 
 

Discussion  
 
Labor observes that many of the mechanisms by which significant fuel savings can be achieved 
are detrimental to some other performance measure at WSF.   These conflicts need to be 
addressed and corrected before meaningful fuel conservation measures can be implemented.   
 

• Prioritizing fuel conservation by means of operating policies could reduce on-time- 

performance.   

 
The on-time-performance benchmark:  WSF has heightened the visibility and promoted 
this one aspect of service delivery as the primary measure of Operating Department 
performance for the last decade.  As a result it is familiar to the Legislature, our riders 
and Grey Book readers alike.  No other measure of WSF performance is so prominently 
advertised as OTP. 

 
On-time-performance is only achieved by two means, the service schedule and diesel fuel 
consumption.  The WSF service schedule builds a time cushion into most vessel transits.  
When this cushion is consumed by railroad crossing guards, dead batteries, flat tires, 
marine traffic, stoplights and vacation travelers, there is only one tool left that might 
restore OTP.  It is the ship’s ability to go faster.  This speed consumes fuel at a high rate.  
 
WSF has pursued the OTP statistic to the detriment of fuel consumption.  If the state is 
interested in fuel conservation and on time performance it must re-evaluate the bench 
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marks now used to measure WSF performance.  It would have to accept reductions in 
OTP to save fuel. 

 

• Using technologies to achieve fuel conservation increases risk of visible failure.  WSF 

management is very risk adverse.    

 
Improving fuel conservation with new technology is considered a “vessel improvement” 
for the purpose of capital prioritization.  As such it is an expenditure which triggers 
extraordinary micromanagement from staff and nontechnical managers.  Such projects 
require support from the WSF Budget Office, WSDOT staff, legislative staff, the 
governor’s staff, the Legislature and eventually the Governor.   

 
WSF must be given some greater latitude to make vessel improvement decisions at lower 
levels in the organization to save fuel.  Doing so is certain to result in some failures but 
Labor sees the greater failure as the failure to conserve.       
 

• WSF has eliminated the department previously responsible for fuel efficient technologies 

as a cost savings.   

 
WSF has eliminated the entire Vessel Engineering Department leadership as a cost 
savings measure.  Now they also entertain a proposal to do away with the remaining 
engineers and designers.   
 
These are the very leaders and engineering experts that managed the development of the 
most fuel efficient vessel in WSF history.  They were replaced by managers without 
commensurate engineering expertise but who must now perform the same tasks with a 
sliver of the labor hours available to do so.     
 
We think this was a very misguided reorganization and wastes far more than it saves in 
overhead costs.  The WSF Vessel Engineering Department should be reconstituted.      

 

• There is no financial incentive for WSF to save fuel.    

 
Fuel cost is the only savings WSF can’t keep.  When WSF saves fuel the financial 
savings goes back to the general fund.  This ultimately results in the lack of emphasis on 
the subject as noted in the WSF response. 
 
To improve efficiency there should be some incentive to do so.        

 

• Fuel has no owner. 

 
Labor knows that David Moseley is responsible for WSF fuel conservation strategies 
because he is the senior executive.  Below David, no one is in charge of this issue.   

 
Labor is the largest WSF operating cost.  It has an entire department dedicated to 
managing labor costs to the minutest detail.   Our WSF technical managers are consumed 
to virtual technical uselessness by the paperwork burden of auditing hundreds of pay 
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orders every week in order to minimize labor costs at the expense management presence 
in the fleet.   
 
The second greatest operating cost is fuel consumption.  There is no one in charge of it, 
no broad management effort to contain measure or control it as in the case of labor costs. 

 
WSF has a manager assigned to office furniture and cubicles but not to the cause of 
reduced fuel consumption.  The responsibility of fuel conservation must have a 
designated management owner, if it is important to the state.  

 
 
Labor and Fuel 
 
Labor has originated most of the successful fuel conservation savings ideas management has 
implemented.    
 
Labor’s proposal on the MKII program noted in the WSF response will save the state over 
22,500,000 gallons of fuel during the remaining lifecycle of the three Jumbo MKII Class vessels.  
At today’s price this is about 70 million dollars.  The proposal also reduces the number of engine 
overhauls the public will pay for during the ship’s life time by 20.  This will save an additional 4 
million dollars in material cost.    
 
 
We observe periodic recognition announcements and financial awards made for much smaller 
cost savings ideas mentioned in the WSDOT web page.   We suggest that if WSF wanted to 
encourage savings on this or any other issue, it should incentivize employee participation in the 
same way its parent organization or any other business does.    
 
Instead the Labor fuel suggestions are unrecognized by management except to fend off reports 
telling WSF to emphasize conservation. Rather than receive recognition, the supervisors who 
make these proposals are often the same persons whose roles WSF is now actively seeking to 
minimize during shipyard work.   
 
By comparison to Labor, WSF management has no perceptible interest in promoting fuel 
conservation or supporting the personnel who do. 
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 

 
 

Union Response 

 
 

 
 
Labor Position 
 
Previous legislative studies have shown that lowering fares on late evening trips will stimulate 
demand for the later sailings and divert some travelers from the peak or commuter trips.   
 
If lower fares were offered for traveling during off peak trips, commercial trucks and leisure 
travelers would likely use those discounted trips for travel and free up space for commuters on 
the peak traffic trips.  For example, offering discounts between 10:00am and 2:00pm and again 
after 9:00pm to the end of the running schedule Monday through Friday.   
 
Labor has many other ideas that could also work, like marketing ferry tickets with event tickets, 
one price gets you to and from the event and tickets to the event. 
 
 
Ferry Comparison 
 
In the independent study “A Comparison of Operational Performance: Washington State Ferries 

to Ferry Operators Worldwide” by Michael Bennion, WSF stacks up very well against these 
other systems, financially and by the service we provide.   
 
 
 

 Recommendation # 24 

(24) The Panel recommends that WSF continue to evaluate the demand for extended hours 

of service and apply demand management tools as appropriate. 

WSF agrees with the intent of this recommendation and will evaluate the specific strategies 

identified as part of its ongoing demand management efforts. 

Labor agrees with WSF discussion points but disagrees with the Action Plan.   
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Ferry system’s recovery of operating expenses through fares.  
 

• Washington State Ferries 68.3% 

• BC Ferries    68.7% 

• Alaska Marine Highways  26.4% 

• NC Ferries    5.8% 

• Cape May-Lewes   68% 

• Golden Gate Ferries  41% 

• SI Ferries   0% 

• Steamship Authority  94.1% 
 

Compare these numbers to other modes of transportation. 
 

• King County Metro    24.6% 

• Amtrac Cascade   54% 
 

Ferry system’s subsidy per passenger. 
 

• Washington State Ferries  $3.49 

• BC Ferries   $5.86 

• NC Ferries   $15.62 

• Alaska Marine Highways $300 
 
Compare this to other modes of transportation. 
 

• King County Metro  $2.63 

• Amtrac Cascade  $27.2 
 
 Whether you compare WSF to similar systems or other modes of transportation WSF remains a 
bargain to the tax payers.   
 
We must constantly look for ways to improve these numbers and lower our subsidy without 
driving away customers and lowering our fare box recovery percentage.  This is a delicate dance 
to accomplish without looking outside of the traditional model for fare recovery.  The legislature 
could ease this burden on our system by creating a permanent funding source for WSF.   
 
When our funding source (MVET) was lost 10 years ago, a new permanent funding source was 
never established even when the state had a surplus in revenue.  Now with budget shortfalls, it is 
critical for the financial stability of our system that a funding source be created, instead of 
funding being diverted from other sources. This would ensure that the local economies we serve 
remain healthy and strong by providing reliable inexpensive service to the mainland. 
 
WSDOT action plan calls for pursuing the Vehicle Reservation System (see Union Response to 
PVA recommendation #34). 
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Labor Position 
 
We agree with this PVA Panel statement: 
 
“However, we believe that reducing the average out-of- service time from seven weeks to six 

weeks is not practical, given the average age of the fleet”. 

 

The CRG proposal for WSF to reduce out of service time by the year 2030 is reflective of the 
gross vessel deficit their Recommended Fleet Proposal leaves WSF with in the ensuing period.   

 
The average out-of-service time is a vital benchmark for WSF because it describes the number of 
spare ships our fleet has which are dedicated to maintenance.  Each spare ship can provide 2.36 
weeks of annual maintenance to a 22 vessel fleet as WSF has proposed.   
 
The reason both the CRG and the PVA are seeking to reduce the average annual out-of-service 

 Recommendation # 25 

(#25)  The Panel recommends that WSF continue to seek ways to reduce out of 

service time through increased maintenance while the boat is underway and 

through the strategies identified in reference 7.  (Ferry Finance Study II, Cedar River 

Group 2009) 

There are aspects of this recommendation that WSF agrees with and will pursue. 

There are aspects of this recommendation where WSF is continuing to evaluate 

specific strategies to determine the effectiveness of implementation.  

Labor agrees with the full PVA statement.        
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time is to reduce the number of spare vessels WSF requires.  Spare vessels are expensive and 
generate no additional revenue.  We agree that WSF should employ the minimum number 
possible without impacting project delivery, but would observe both the CRG recommendation 
and numerous PVA proposals are counterproductive to that outcome.     
 
The most cost effective way to reduce the number of spare ships required to support the fleet is 
by increasing the amount of labor dedicated to the ship while it is out-of-service for maintenance.  
This will result in more work being accomplished within the same period of time and so more 
efficiently employ our spare vessels.  
 
Labor believes that WSF should examine the 60 year lifecycle. We think that the goal of 
reducing the number of spare ships can best be achieved if the 60 year lifecycle is reduced.  
 
 
Reducing Spare Vessel Time   
 
We believe there are two ways to accomplish this goal.  These are to maximize efficiencies and 
to build the 144 car vessels WSF has requested.  WSF seems unlikely to begin construction of 
the 144 car class in the near term and so we recommend that it consider employing efficiencies 
with the spare vessel population it has.    
 
There are several categories of efficiencies that labor would put forward.  Within each there are 
numerous opportunities to reduce our dependence on spare vessels.   
 

• Convert the proposed stand by vessel to a spare vessel which is fully engaged in the 

maintenance and preservation scheduling process.   

 
This will raise the annual spare vessel availability in the 22 vessel fleet from 4.7 weeks 
per year to 7 weeks per year.  

 
While seven weeks per ship would support current levels of preservation, we must 
remember that the preservation work load will double and triple in the next several years.  
The impact of this additional work load on spare vessel requirements will be great.  
 
Seven weeks per ship will not be sufficient. 

 

• WSF should prioritize targeted maintenance activities concurrently with preservation 

shipyard periods.   

 
“Concurrent activities” refers to a process whereby maintenance periods and preservation 
periods occur during the same scheduled out of service time.  For example time set aside 
in the maintenance schedule for Eagle Harbor would be diverted to commercial 
shipyards.  
 
The workers at Eagle Harbor are highly mobile and so could perform their maintenance 
work during commercial shipyard periods.  
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WSF does this to a limited degree currently but WSF should normalize this process.   
 

• WSF should seek to combine preservation activities in order to reduce the frequency of 

preservation shipyard.   

 
The frequency of preservation projects should be reduced.  Workloads should be stacked 
such that where one long yard period is required for a particular job, such as vessel 
painting for example, numerous other maintenance and preservation jobs should be 
accomplished simultaneously.   
 
The determinative factor in selecting which jobs should be accomplished concurrently is 
their ability to reduce the need for spare vessel time.   
 

• WSF should use more than 8 hours in every day of spare vessel time. 

 
Most spare vessel time is burned in single shift projects.  This is true of all Eagle Harbor 
time (300 days per year) and in preservation projects to a lesser degree.  Two thirds of 
spare ship time (16 hours out of every day) is thus unused.  
 
WSF should examine this question and weigh the need for spare vessel time against the 
higher labor costs of more workers applied to the same time period. The application of 
labor will increase the efficiency of spare vessel time. 
 

• WSF should improve spare vessel utilization on weekends and holidays.   

 
Of the 7 weeks out-of-service time WSF vessels consume on average each year, almost 
two weeks of that time is spent without any maintenance work being conducted.  
  
WSF assigns vessels to Eagle Harbor on average about 300 days per year.  Of these more 
than 100 days are lost to weekends and holidays.  Nobody works on holidays or 
weekends in Eagle Harbor except the ship’s crew.     
 
One strategy for using this time more effectively is to also to put the ship into the 
commercial shipyard for maintenance instead of EH.  On the weekends, when Eagle 
Harbor workers are off, the commercial shipyard workers will continue to work on their 
projects.  The value of the previously lost weekend spare ship time would be increased by 
the performance of preservation work.   

 

• WSF should increase the use of crew labor in commercial shipyards. 
 

WSF reduces the size of the vessel crew when the ship is removed from service to 
perform maintenance.  
  
Labor argues that when a ship is removed from service for maintenance and is consuming 
spare vessel time, it should increase maintenance resources applied to the ship to reduce 
the frequency of out-of-service periods.  By applying more labor to maintenance, overall 
spare ship time (cost) can be reduced.     
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It should be noted that the WSF strategy to reduce crew labor in the shipyard was 
designed to build a labor budget “cushion” that is later redirected to cover labor cost over 
runs in other departments.   WSF uses this tool to expend fewer hours than budgeted for 
in the shipyard.   
 
We believe WSF should improve how it manages other labor budgets so that it does not 
have to sacrifice maintenance activities to cover for them.  We argue that the 
maintenance labor budget should be entirely expended on performing maintenance and 
not used to cover over runs in other departments.    

 
 
Decisive Leadership  
 
The concept of concurrent yard periods and the strategy of applying more labor to the ship in the 
shipyard demand a sharply focused strategy by management and the Staff Chief Engineer.  The 
jobs selected for completion should be carefully prioritized for their impact on vessel service.  
 
These jobs need to be properly supervised and manned with experienced personnel and 
journeymen.  Bringing crewmembers or Eagle Harbor workers into commercial shipyards or in 
on weekends to do low priority work must be avoided. They should only be engaged in high 
priority work that is critical to the vessel’s continuing service.  
 
WSF maintenance managers and Labor’s supervisors should select projects which will serve one 
of several strategic goals: 
 

• Reduce the length of future maintenance periods.  
 

• Accomplish as much critical work as possible.    
 

• Extend the time the ship can remain in service before it must be removed for the 
next shipyard/maintenance period.     

 
These objectives will reduce the amount of time a spare vessel is required and can leverage 
millions of dollars in savings by not acquiring more spare vessels.  
 
To take advantage of these opportunities, WSF managers must revise their perspective on what is 
efficiency and what is not.  If they define efficiency as lowest possible labor cost, these strategies 
will not work.  WSF spare vessel requirements cannot be appreciably reduced without more 
labor investment.   
 
 
If WSF can examine the question more comprehensively and associate labor efficiency with total 
cost, we think it will have many opportunities to reduce spending at WSF and begin the real 
reforms which it needs.  
 
Labor is the most cost effective spare ship WSF can build.    
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A Labor Example 
 
As noted in the PVA Panel report, Labor has already demonstrated the effectiveness of many of 
these strategies with the Jumbo MKII Class ferry Puyallup.   
 
Through the application of these principles, and the complete cooperation of management, the 
Puyallup saved 5 weeks of spare ship time between 2007 and 2009.  To do this her crew and the 
EHMF re-timed all of their maintenance work to coincide with a superstructure painting project 
performed at a commercial shipyard in 2008.  
  
Labor notes that this 5 week savings came in the midst of a very problematical period at WSF.  
There were numerous large vessel casualties and critical steel repairs that exceeded the spare 
vessel time WSF had.  The time saved on the Puyallup was used to lessen the impact these other 
incidents had on the public.   
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 

 
 

 
 
 
Labor Response 

 
WSF made the decision to comply with 46 CFR Sub chapters W Alternative Compliance.  This 
means that WSF made the decision to not have 100% survival craft on board its vessel's.  The 
Certificate of Inspection stipulates the maximum number of passengers that can be carried.  The 
alternative compliance provision requires the development of a Shipboard Safety Management 
and Contingency Plans (SSMCP).  The WSF Safety Management System (SMS) incorporates all 
of the elements of SSMCP required by the CFR's.  
 
 

Safety  
 
WSF's largest vessels have a Certificate of Inspection (COI) to carry 2500 passengers and have 3 
Licensed Deck Officer's, 8 deck crew, and 4 engine room crew.  Over the last 10 years WSF has 
developed curriculum and extensive training to meet the requirements based upon our current 
manning levels on the vessels.  

 Recommendation #26 and #27 

(#26) The Panel recommends that WSF study ways to right-size crew levels when there are 

fewer passengers onboard. 

(#27) The Panel recommends that WSF evaluate current staffing on the vessels versus the 

safe manning required by the US Coast Guard Certificate of Inspection (COI). 

WSF agrees with this recommendation. 

Labor does not agree that having fewer passengers should result in fewer crewmembers.  

Labor believes the manning requirements from the 1960’s should not be the same in the 

2010’s and they do not meet the SMS requirements. 
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The muster list on board each vessel describes the basic duties for each crew member during an 
emergency.  Each crew member found on a muster list is considered to be a critical person with 
critical functions and duties in emergencies.  The muster list is just a starting point in the event of 
an emergency.  The muster list cannot possibly begin to cover every scenario that might arise.   
 
Crew members must use their training and judgment to think outside the box to accomplish all 
tasks that need to be carried out in an emergency.  All crew members have had extensive training 
to deal with the alternative compliance that WSF chose to follow.   It does not matter if the ferry 
carries the maximum number of passengers or a reduced amount every single crew member is 
critical during an emergency. 
 
 Elements of the evacuation strategy are embedded throughout the SMS and the key aspects are 
as follows: 
 

• Tier 1: the passengers must abandon the vessel and there is sufficient number of survival 
craft on the vessel. 

 

• Tier 2: the passengers must abandon the vessel and there is not enough survival craft on 
board the vessel, the WSF vessel on the same run or adjacent runs will provide the extra 
survival craft. 

 

• Tier 3: the passengers must abandon ship and WSF vessels are utilized and other vessels 
of opportunity that are in the area. 

 
Crews are trained in crowd management and crisis management.  Just by looking at the number 
of passenger to crew ratio it is clear that every crew member plays a vital role in the successful 
and safe evacuation of the vessel.   
 
In May of 2010, WSF had to prove to the USCG that their SSMCP and alternative compliance 
could deliver what it said it could.  Two Vessels simulated a collision on the water.  One vessel 
had no passengers on board the other vessel had only 110 volunteers acting as passengers and 
they evacuated the stricken vessel into survival craft and then were towed to the other responding  
ferry and brought on board. It was clear that with only 110 passengers and two vessels with crew 
of 7 on one ferry and a crew of 8 on the other ferry that the safe and successful evacuation was 
possible in this controlled environment. The crew members had two days of preparation.  The 
drill was successful under those controlled conditions and the passenger count was typical of a 
late night sailing.  But it was proven that even with few passengers, every single crew member 
was needed and each played a vital role in a safe and successful evacuation.   
 
It is imperative that we keep the current crew manning levels where they are on each and every 
sailing for safety.   
 
It is apparent that each crew member plays a critical and vital role in emergencies. Without 
100% survival craft on board every crew member is essential for safe and successful evacuations 
of the vessel.  Crew members must coordinate with the pilot house, one another and other vessel 
crew to organize all the required duties that must be completed.   
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It cannot be overstated that the numbers of crew members currently on board are vital to 
accomplish safety, cleanliness of the vessel and customer service that is expected.  
 
 

 

COI 
 
The COI is determined by the USCG, this letter states the number of crew members must be on 
board for the vessel to sail.  This number was put in place when the ship was built.  
 
Most of the vessels have one or two extra sailors (deck hand) determined by the collective 
bargaining agreements.  During an emergency each crew member, including the extra sailors, are 
given a critical assignment found on the Muster List.   
 
The galley personnel are not considered critical crew members in an emergency and are not 
found on the Muster List and are not required to participate in drills.   
 
For example the Super Class (Hyak, Yakima, Kaleetan, Elwah) can carry 2000 passengers.  The 
crew consisting of 2 Licensed Deck Officer's, 8 deckhands (two more than the COI requires) and 
4 engine room crew (one more than the COI requires), for a total of 14 vessel personnel.   
 
Now, imagine an emergency where 2000 passengers have to be evacuated from the vessel.   
 

• The Master and quartermaster remain in the pilot house.  

• Two engineers remain in the engine room.  

• It takes four crewmembers to launch and man two rescue boats.  

• All spaces must be searched and cleared by the remaining 6 crewmembers; those spaces 
include, 2 passenger decks levels, 2 car deck levels, crew spaces on the Texas deck, and 
all engineering spaces.  

• All 2000 passengers will gather in the 2 Assembly Stations to don life jackets and obtain 
a passenger count. 

• One crewmember will man each Assembly Station with 1000 passengers in each Station.  
A 1000 to 1 passenger to crew ratio.  There the crewmember will show how to don the 
life jackets, get a passenger count, assisting in finding missing family members, provide 
first aid to those that need it, keep everyone out of harm’s way, explain our evacuation 
procedure and give updated status reports relayed for the Master. 

• The four remaining crewmembers are needed to launch and man the 4 Marine Evacuation 
slides. 

 
If this same scenario is run with only 200 passengers, the only real difference is that only 2 
Marine Evacuation Slides need to be launched, freeing up to additional crewmembers to man the 
Assembly stations.  A 100 to 2 passenger to crew ratio. 
 
If the emergency is a fire, the Muster List calls for 5 crewmembers to form the firefighting team. 
 
If the ship is sinking how many crewmembers will it take to try to slow down the flooding in 
order to allow time for a safe evacuation? 
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  Run these scenarios with 2 fewer deck hands, and 1 less engine crew, how much more time will 
it take to perform these tasks in an emergency?  
 
Which jobs get left out? 
 
If even one passenger dies, how much money did the ferry system save by jeopardizing safety 
for crew cost?   
 
Recent events on a Staten Island Ferry have proven that there is no limit to the amount of money 
a person can sue for when a death is caused by public transportation. 
 
 
Crew 

 
 In addition to the continual training on board the vessels, crew members must perform security 
patrols while the vessel is underway and security sweeps of all spaces each sailing while at the 
dock, prior to first departure in the morning and at tie up at night.  These patrols are mandated by 
Homeland Security and the USCG.   
 
More crew members are needed on the Car deck while loading the vessel due to requirements to 
not block engine room doors, deck hatches cannot be blocked, elevator access must remain 
accessible, all Marine Evacuation slides and Emergency Squad Lockers must be kept clear. 
 
Using the Super Class again as an example at COI manning, when the vessel is coming into port;  
 

• Master and Quartermaster are on the bridge.   

• The 3 engine room personnel are in the engine room.   

• Mate and three deck hands on the car deck to tie up the vessel, off load and clear both car 
deck levels for security reasons, and prepare for loading.   

• In the Passenger cabin, 1 deck hand must be at the overhead walkway to prepare for the 
safe off-loading of walk on passengers, leaving 1 deck hand remaining in the cabin. 

 
According to SMS the remaining deck hand must clear the upper passenger cabin and clean both 
restrooms on that level, each restroom has 2 sinks and 3 stalls.  Then that deck hand goes to the 
main cabin deck to clear it of passengers and clean the 2 restrooms on that level, each restroom 
has 6 sinks and 8 stalls.  When all that is done they report to the pilot house that the cabin clear 
of all passengers and that it communicated to the Mate on the car deck so that loading can begin.  
 
Even if we only carry 200 passengers you can see how the extra crew can be utilized to expedite 
the off load and loading in a safer and more secure manner. All this makes it real easy for 
someone to circumvent our security or just avoid getting off the vessel to pay their return fare.   
 
The Panel recommends that WSF focus on safety, cleanliness of the vessels and customer 
service.   
 
Each crew member is assigned a cleaning station. Typically it is one third to one half of the 
vessel that they are responsible for during the shift.   
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The vessels are also split into designated maintenance areas amongst the different crews as 
assigned by the Staff Master.  The crews take ownership in their assigned areas and the 
cleanliness of it.  This aspect of the crewmembers duties substantially contributes to customer 
service and the customers experience on board the ferry. 
 
Current staffing levels are critical to keep in compliance with all of the regulations (USCG) 
policies (WSF) and procedures (SMS).  If staffing levels were to be reduced to COI then safety, 
ownership, and customer service will suffer.  
 
Let us not forget that according to Homeland Security, passenger vessels carrying over 1000 
passengers is the number one marine target for terrorism. 
 
 
Cost 
 
Labor realizes that the main reason for this recommendation is labor costs.   
 
WSF reports that 50.9% of its expenses went toward labor at the current level of manning and 
annual service.  That sounds high, but let’s compares this to other North American ferry system. 
 

• NC Ferries   69% 

• Steamship Authority  55.2% 

• Golden Gate Ferries  61.4% 

• Cape May-Lewes Ferries 71% 

• Washington State Ferries 50.9% 
 
 Our operation and cost must be looked at in the proper perspective. The ferry systems that make 
up PVA don’t really compare to the success or cost of our operation at WSF.  When looking at 
costs associated with labor, we still remain a bargain compared to other ferry system in regard to 
pay and benefits.  
 
The labor unions at WSF have helped out state government by differing raises, vacation time and 
negotiating to eliminate un-capped travel time expenses down to a 3 hour maximum of travel 
time per day.   
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Labor Position 
 
We generally agree with the position taken by management.  This recommendation is absent any 
discussion about how the effects and consequences of their proposal should be addressed.   
 
Discussion 

 
WSF crews perform thousands of required maintenance tasks on their vessels each month.  Many 
of these tasks cannot be performed during vessel service periods; the machinery being serviced 
must be shut down in order to be maintained.   
 
PVA crews do not perform maintenance at night nor do they perform maintenance when the ship 
is in service, all their crews do is operate the ships according to the Panel’s own report.   
 
PVA maintenance is performed in commercial shipyards or by their “Eagle Harbor” crews at 
night when all of their ships are secured in the same location.  This opportunity is not available 
to WSF, our ships are geographically distributed such that it is not possible to bring external 
crews in at night to perform crew work and still reduce costs.   
 

 Recommendation # 29 

(#29) The Panel recommends a pilot program where only the Chief Engineer’s 

position is staffed 24 hours per day.  

WSF does not agree with this recommendation on a system wide basis.  However, 

there may be specific operating conditions on vessels with short service days where 

a full engine crew is only needed for 12 hours per day.   

Labor does not agree with this recommendation.   
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A Night of Engine Maintenance 
 
To get a sense for a small segment of the work which would not be performed if the crew was 
removed from the ships at night consider the question of engine maintenance. 
  
According to the PVA report, WSF engines last two to three times as long as the same engines 
last at PVA.  We are not surprised by this.  WSF crews are extremely proficient at maintaining 
and repairing our engines because they do it frequently.  The familiarity they gain in maintaining 
these engines allows them to perform work that directly results in the large engine life disparity 
noted in the PVA report.    
 
One engine overhaul of a 16 cylinder engine can cost $192,000 just for parts.  WSF has over 100 
diesels in service. If WSF engines are lasting twice as long as PVA reports, the savings for a 
single rebuild cycle at WSF would be measured in 10s of millions of dollars.   
 
Consider just a few of the main engine jobs WSF crews perform on machinery at night, often in 
only 2 to 3 hours: 
 

• Ring inspections and air box cleaning 

• Turbo charger air inlet diffuser cleaning 

• Top deck inspections 

• Cleaning base educators 

• Oil and oil filter changes 

• Plasti-gage and lead readings 

• Compression testing 

• Bore scope inspections 

• Rack adjustments 

• Exhaust valve bridge adjustments 

• Over speed trip testing 

• Reverse power trip testing 

• Mechanical governor speed setting adjustments  
 
These jobs lead to numerous allied proficiencies which keep the fleet running with a high 
reliability rate in spite of very old equipment.   
 
 
Missing Discussion 
 
Many PVA recommendations sound good because they are not inclusive of all of the 
consequences WSF would realize if they were implemented.  Here are a few that this 
recommendation would result in.  It is typical of the omissions in the rest of the report.   
 

• As a product of reduced nightly maintenance, our ships would require longer 
maintenance periods at Eagle Harbor and in commercial shipyards to perform 
maintenance that was not done by the crew at night.      
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• The increase in workloads assigned to commercial shipyards would increase their 
billable labor hours.  This would be expensive at commercial shipyards because they 
charge roughly the equivalent of the Chief Engineer’s overtime rate for every hour 
worked.   
 

• The proposal would jeopardize our ability to fulfill Federal Transit Administration Grant 
requirements.  They require that WSF perform and document maintenance to systems 
preserved with federal money.  About ¼ of the WSDOT capital budget comes from the 
FTA. 
 

• The fleet’s 60 year lifecycle would have to be reduced, possibly to 30 years like the most 
comparable PVA system to ours, the Staten Island Ferries which does not have vessel 
crews working at night. 
 

• The WSF would require as many spare vessels as the PVA fleets require.  Currently we 
have about one fifth the numbers that SIF does, if prorated to fleet size.  
 

• The size of the EHMF would have to increase and there would be a stronger argument 
for the regional facility in the Mount Vernon area as recommended by the PVA to handle 
nightly maintenance issues in the north end.     
 

• The vessel crews would still have to come in earlier than the deck department to start the 
plant up in the morning, early enough to let it warm up and in time to solve the last 
minute technical problems which often develop.  
 

• The crew requirements for receiving fuel and lubricating oil needs to be discussed.   
 

• We would have to reconsider the bilge and steel maintenance inspection program.  It 
would be unsafe to let one person crawl through the tanks and voids, apply epoxy paint 
and clean without others aboard to monitor his condition and safety.  
 

• WSF would need to have a standing maintenance crew that rotated from ship to ship 
each night as the PVA suggests.  Since none of our ships tie up for 8 hours, we wonder 
what they will do when the ship is not tied up.   
 

Like many of the labor cost savings proposals in the PVA report, this recommendation shifts 
labor costs to the capital program, consultants and to other maintenance budgets.  Ultimately 
many of their proposals reduce the level of maintenance in the fleet as the primary savings 
mechanism which only serves to increase the cost of ownership under the WSF business model.      
 
Labor does not think this proposal could be regarded as a “best practice” after thoughtful 
analysis.  
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Expertise   
 
We think that any “Expert Review Panel” assigned to examine the performance of WSF 
maintenance and offer improvements should have a few expert maintainers on it.   
 
According the Panel report, its members are all senior management executives with either 
business or operations management experience.  There do not seem to be any marine engineers 
or similarly trained professionals with technical experience on the Panel.   
 
Labor believes this is a poor practice, not a best practice.  It explains why the Panel’s 
maintenance related recommendations are so fundamentally unsound.   
 
Labor believes that a thorough vetting process by technical managers would have improved the 
quality of the PVA Panel’s recommendations and perhaps even resulted in some better ones, like 
the ones Labor has provided.  We were disappointed to learn that the Panel did not even 
interview WSF maintenance managers as they were preparing this report.   
 
The PVA may have felt that they had their maintenance and technology “base covered” by hiring 
staff for the report.  This is not the case.  
 
The technical staff supporting the Expert Review Panel is a naval architect. He and his team are 
employed by a design and naval architecture firm.  None is an expert in vessel maintenance nor 
are they versed in performing it. They do not manage, supervise or coordinate maintenance 
activities.  They do not build preventative maintenance schedules.   
 
Maintenance is not their area of expertise but it is ours.    
 
Based on our knowledge of ferry maintenance, we believe the lack of maintenance expertise on 
the Panel or at its disposal in the investigation makes it a very weak instrument for assessing the 
qualities or deficiencies in the execution of maintenance and preservation at WSF.   At their very 
best, the technology recommendations contained in this report will have the same effect as a 
placebo on a gravely ill patient.  He may hope for benefit but there is no medicine in it which 
will make him better.  
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Labor Position 
 

Labor does not agree with the intent of this PVA recommendation.   
 
The Panel recommends that WSF reduce the use of crew labor to perform maintenance while the 
ship is out of service in a commercial shipyard.  It is thus a recommendation to reduce 
maintenance in order to save the cost of labor performing it.   
 
We believe this is a poor strategy and is not an example of responsible vessel ownership.  It is 
however very consistent with several other PVA recommendations to reduce vessel maintenance 
in order to create labor cost savings.    
 
As with all other PVA recommendations this one is made without providing evidence that it will 
generate any cost savings.  It does not outline the consequential impacts it would have on the 
WSF's other interests if adopted.  
 
Labor is disappointed that an expert review panel cannot provide more scientifically oriented 
arguments in support of its engineering and maintenance conclusions.   
 

 Recommendation # 30 

(#30)  The Panel recommends that WSF study the types of work performed by vessel 

crews while the vessel is in a shipyard and then determine the cost/benefit of the 

practice.  

 Labor believes that WSF and Labor should jointly study the types of work performed 

by vessel crews with the goal of reducing vessel out of service time.     

WSF agrees with this recommendation 
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The PVA Position 
 
This PVA Panel recommendation has a number of detrimental impacts on WSF:    
 

• It would increase the cost of performing maintenance. It will therefore reduce fare box 

recovery.   
 

If crews are taken off their ship in the commercial shipyards, the maintenance work they 
would have accomplished must still get done.  The PVA does not explain how WSF 
should do this work absent the crew.   
    
We believe WSF would have three choices in addressing the missing maintenance 
problem this proposal would result in:   
  
1) The shipyard would be given the crew work.  

 
 If WSF chooses to shift the work to the commercial shipyard contract, there can 
 be no cost savings to the state because shipyard labor costs more than both WSF 
 crews and Eagle Harbor workers.     
 

 2) The crew work would be deferred to a subsequent service period in EH.   
  
 This will require WSF to employ more spare ships in order to create additional 
 maintenance periods for every ship in the fleet so it can go to Eagle Harbor after it 
 leaves the commercial shipyard.  This alternative will increase the total out of 
 service time each ship requires per year.           

 
3) The crew work would not be performed.     

 
  Labor worries that this is what the PVA has in mind because it is the only 
 alternative which does not immediately increase cost to the state.  We don’t think 
 that withholding maintenance to save money actually saves money.   
 

• Substituting crew labor with shipyard labor would increase the number of hours it takes 

to complete each job.   
 

Crew maintenance is not normally performed by shipyard workers.  They are unfamiliar 
with our machinery, electrical systems and the normal operating conditions of the 
systems we maintain.  They have no relevant experience troubleshooting the systems we 
employ.   
 
In most shipyards in Puget Sound there is only a small core group of full time employees 
and the rest are temporary employees who only work from job to job.  Their familiarity 
with cyclo-converters, Westinghouse drive motors or the thousands of other things on a 
WSF ferry is limited.   We work on this equipment every day.  
 
Consequently, it would take shipyard workers longer to perform the crew maintenance 
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work than it takes vessel crews to perform it.  With a higher hourly cost, Labor does not 
see a cost savings opportunity available in shifting work to the shipyard.  
 

• The shipyard would require more time to perform the ship’s crew work. 
 

Shifting the ship’s crew work to the shipyard would make the shipyard do one of two 
things, hire more workers or keep the ship for a longer period of time to do the additional 
work. 
 
Both outcomes are expensive to the state.  More workers means more costs.  More time 
in the shipyard means even higher costs.  WSF would need the spare vessel for longer 
time to cover the longer period the ship is off the run.  There are no cost savings for the 
state.   
 

• Reduces the capacity of the vessel crew to troubleshoot and repair machinery while the 

vessel is in service.     

 
PVA crews do not perform maintenance underway and are removed from the ship when 
the ship is not in service.  PVA crews only operate their vessels, not much more. For 
maintenance and repairs they depend on shore based support. 
 
WSF crews are the primary maintenance resource for our fleet.  They perform thousand 
maintenance tasks each month.  Our vessel crews maintain their proficiency operating 
and repairing machinery by performing major maintenance on those same systems when 
our ships are removed from service. 
 
Taking our crew out of the shipyard means they will not be performing the major 
maintenance that keeps them effective operators and repair persons.    

 

• Requires WSF to improve the quality of specification and documentation of the vessel 

systems.    

 
WSF documentation is poor because our ships are very old and have experienced 
repeated modifications since they were built.   Documentation of these revisions has not 
been well maintained by WSF because it has an insufficient number of designers on staff 
to do the work.     

 
Through repetitive contact with these shipboard systems, WSF crews have become very 
proficient maintaining them with little documentary support.  By contrast, commercial 
shipyard workers are completely dependent on good quality documentation.   Inaccurate 
documentation is a leading cause of expensive change orders and delay and disruption 
claims by shipyards against WSF.   
 
Improving the quality of WSF documentation will be expensive, especially if WSF 
follows PVA recommendation 3 and 4 which eliminate the internal capacity of WSF to 
produce design documents.   
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The poor quality of documentation on some WSF vessels will result in increased expense 
if crew work is shifted to commercial shipyards.    
 

• Reduces the ability of WSF to satisfy Triennial FTA Maintenance Audits  

 
Labor should make it clear that WSF does not really have the option of deleting required 
maintenance.  This is because it is required to fully document its maintenance 
accomplishments to the satisfaction of regulatory agencies such as the Coast Guard and 
grant administrating agencies such as the FTA.   
 
The Federal Transit Administration provides significant capital funding support for our 
fleet.   As a state obligation for receiving this money, the WSF must demonstrate that it is 
performing regular maintenance on those investments.  The FTA conducts triennial audits 
to verify this is being done by WSF.   

 
WSF meets the requirements of these audits by documenting the maintenance performed 
by Labor.  If our crews do not perform maintenance during commercial shipyards, WSF 
must consider the impact this will have on its ability to satisfy the FTA requirements.   
 

• Increases nonproductive contract management costs. 

 
Contracting maintenance to commercial shipyards would require additional specification 
development, contract administration support and vessel inspectors with maintenance 
trade skills. These have a cost which would detract from any cost savings WSF might 
hope to realize by having contractors perform work.      

 
.  
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
Union Response 

 

 
 
 

 

Labor Position 
 
Labor would like to point out that one Kingston/Edmonds ferry carries more vehicles per year 
than all the PVA ferry systems combined. 

(#31) When SMS was first rolled out in Anacortes with the 2 minute closing procedure, the rest 
of the fleet was exempt from that rule.   

Recently this rule was expanded to include Bainbridge Island.  Labor has asked to have it 
expanded to include the rest of the fleet and WSF has been told it is too big of a battle to fight 
with the Ferry Advisory Committees (FAC) on the other routes. 

 

 Recommendation #31, 32 & 33 

(#31) The Panel recommends that WSF should consider a set cut-off time for loading all 

vessels. 

(#32) The Panel recommends that vehicles be unloaded ahead of bikes. 

(#33) The Panel recommends that the “tunnel” be unloaded before the gallery decks and 

side decks are unloaded. 

WSF believes that a set cut-off time is an appropriate policy measure. 

WSF will continue to evaluate recommendations #32 &33 and work with its customer 

groups and other stakeholders to assess the merits of changing loading and unloading 

procedures. 

Labor agrees with the WSF response. 
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(#32) This recommendation conflicts with WSF's Safety Management System (SMS).   
 
The reason the bikes are unloaded first is that they are loaded first before any vehicles for safety.  
This gives the bicyclists a chance to put their bikes in a safe place and exit the car deck prior to 
loading vehicles.  
 
The Bainbridge Island route sees the most bicycle traffic and carries approximately 100 bicycles 
on the commuter trips, along with 50 motorcycles and 200 vehicles.  There is not a single 
location on the stern of the vessel to secure that many bicycles, therefore they are split between 
the bow and the stern and scattered around so it does not affect the number motorcycles or motor 
vehicles the vessel can haul.  
 
Bainbridge terminal has a dedicated bike lane that the bicyclist do not use when offloading, if 
they were forced to use this lane it would be much safer for the bicyclists and it would expedite 
the offloading process.   
 
When there are an excessive number of bikes due to an event special loading arrangements are 
made by the Deck Officer and the deck hands.  These events can have thousands of bicyclists.  In 
these instances the bikes are unloaded after the cars, otherwise the back up on the street can from 
the hundreds or thousands of bikes can cause long delays for vehicle offloading.  
 
Typically when bikes are loaded after the vehicles, the bicyclists want to move to the forward 
end of the vessel.  This causes them to try and weave their bikes through the vehicles and on 
many occasions causes damage to vehicles.  Bicyclists typically exit the vessel and proceed to 
the shoulder of the highway or take the bike paths provided by those cities or counties.   
 
In actuality the SMS bike policy for loading and unloading has worked remarkably well keeping 
bicyclists safe. 

  
(#33) It takes approximately five to six minutes to unload a Jumbo Mark II ferry.  This size of 
vessel can carry 220 vehicles.   
 
The first on/first policy is followed and adhered to unless there are extenuating circumstances.  
For example, an aid car may have arrived at the end of the load and needs to exit the ferry as 
soon as possible, and then the tunnel would be unloaded first.  This however typically generates 
complaints from passengers.   
 
Passengers know the loading procedures and expect to be unloaded in the order that they were 
loaded.  
 
 
Loading 

 
The bow of the vessel is typically loaded with bicycles first followed by motorcycles.  Then 18 
vehicles loaded down the tunnel to the bow of the ferry.  The remainder of the tunnel has to be 
saved and utilized for large and over height vehicles that cannot fit in the upper or lower wings.   
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Once the first 18 cars have been loaded on the bow of the ferry, the lower wings are filled and 
finally the upper wings are filled.  While both upper and lower wings are being filled the 
Licensed Deck Officer loading the vessel is putting large and oversized vehicles down the 
tunnel.  Once the upper and lower wings are full, then the remainder of the tunnel is filled.  The 
automobiles that were loaded last and the oversized vehicles in the tunnel should be the last off 
the vessel. This method is fair and supports a first-on/first-off model. 
 
 
Unloading 
 
Bicycles are unloaded first and then motorcycles are unloaded.  The first 18 vehicles in the bow 
are unloaded, then the lower wings followed by the upper wings, then the remainder of the tunnel 
is unloaded.   
 
This adheres to SMS and provides great customer service. Unloading the tunnel first has no 
significant time savings.   
 
Had the PVA panel observed our current loading and unloading process they would have 
observed that unloading the tunnel first would put many large trucks on the highway in front of 
the automobiles and that would cause backups and delays.   
 
The current loading and unloading procedures have been working for many years and is safe and 
efficient.    
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 
 

Union Response 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Labor Position 

 
The panel recommends that WSF implement a reservation system for appropriate routes. 
 
The current reservation system is in place in the San Juan Islands and Port Townsend routes, 
typically in the spring and summer month’s tourism on both of these routes increases 
dramatically.  The San Juan Island has a non-refundable deposit that only applies to varying 
dates and sailing times.  The Port Townsend route does not have a non-refundable deposit policy.  
  
When a passenger calls the reservation line and they are told that a particular sailing is full, they 
should also be told how many auto spaces are available for standby.  During the summer months 
in Port Townsend and entire day will be sold out according to the reader board on State Route 
104 and no information about standby availability.   
 
When a customer arrives at the dock they are informed about standby availability, if there are 15 
standby spaces and there are 18 autos in line, they assume they will not make that ferry and drive 
around  resulting in a loss of a fare altogether, or park in line and walk into town to shop at local 
merchants.  If 5 reservation customers don’t show up, the customer that drove around is lost 
revenue for a vessel that sails less than full capacity. If on the other hand the passenger parks 

 Recommendation # 34 

(34) The Panel recommends that WSF continues to implement a reservation system for 

appropriate routes. 

WSF agrees with this recommendation. 

Labor does not agree with a reservation system in the form that it currently exists.  We also 

don’t believe WSF has adequate funding to implement and maintain a reservation system. 
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their car in line, gets our and walks into town, they miss the sailing they would have made had 
they stayed in their car and waited.  This results in terminal personnel telling passengers to wait 
in their vehicle because there are bound to be no shows for reservations.   
 
This system results in a loss of revenue for local merchants which means fewer tax dollars in 
sales and services for the communities we serve and loss revenue for WSF.  
 
 

Reservation Systems 
  
There should be a non-refundable deposit on any route that has or will have a reservation system 
in place.   
 
This would help to guarantee that customers who have reserved the space actually show up and 
not give false information that the sailing is sold out.  
  
One of the biggest obstacles for WSF to implement a reservation system is the amount of 
available dock space to stage vehicles for the reservations.   Fauntleroy has one of WSF’s 
smallest staging areas and it services 2 destinations, Vashon and Southworth.  Access to the 
terminal is from a two lane public street.  There is not enough room on the dock to stage 
reservation and standby vehicles for each destination, also traffic lines up on the public street 
past Lincoln Park to the North.  With the traffic lined up single file for 2 destinations, some 
reservation and some standby, it would require more employees to pull reservation traffic out of 
line to get to the toll booth.   
 
Similar problems exist at our larger terminals like Kingston and Edmonds, with backed up traffic 
on State Route 104, additional man power would be needed to walk the line of traffic to pull out 
the reservations vehicles. 
 
 

Cost 

 
Initial acquisition of “industry standard” reservation systems, require the state to go with the 
lowest bidder.  This has proven to be more expensive in the long run than paying more money up 
front for a better system.   
 
The Electronic Fares System (EFS) for example was the lowest bid for WSF, after numerous 
upgrades and adaptations to fit WSF’s need, in the end it was more expensive the other “industry 
standard” systems that were available at the time.   
 
Additional employees at terminals, in the IT department, information employees to update the 
reservation status for sailings, and probably more we haven’t thought of yet will be needed for a 
system wide reservations system.   
 
The current economic situation the state and WSF in particular are in, makes it unfeasible to 
institute a costly program that could drive customers away, after all those customers pay for 
68.3% of our operating expenses.   
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If we make it more difficult for our passengers that percentage will dip and with an addition 
overhead cost to the system, how does the state make up the difference?     
 
Labor believes this should be more thoroughly thought out and put off until the state is in a much 
better financial condition.  
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PVA Recommendation  
 

 
 

WSDOT Response 

 

 
 

• WSF is developing an updated customer service vision that is consistent with the overall 
goals of the organization and puts the customer at the center of what WSF is trying to 
achieve. 

• Improve customer service functions through: 
1. The improvement of staff training. 
2. Customer service performance standards.  
3. Develop tools to enhance employees’ capacity to resolve customer issues on the 

spot. 
4. External communications and the use of Twitter, Facebook and a dedicated WSF-

centric blog. 
5. Improve the website. 
6. Improve signage at terminals and on vessels to make it easier for customers to 

navigate the terminals and vessels. 
7. Improve facility and vessel cleanliness. 
8. Instill a “pride of ownership” among WSF staff regarding vessel and terminal 

condition. 
 

Union Response 

 

 
 
 

 Recommendation #35 and #36 

(#35)  The Panel recommends that WSF evaluate their policies, mission statement and 

training to assure that the commitment to customer service is communicated to personnel 

and customers. 

(#36)  The Panel recommends that WSF develop an improvement program to ensure that all 

staff members who interact with the public are performing at high standards, as well as a 

recognition program when that standard is met. 

WSF agrees to move forward in order to achieve the objectives of building a customer 

focused organization. 

Labor agrees with PVA’s recommendation, but has concerns with WSF’s response.   
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Labor Position 
 
WSF says they wish to update their customer service vision so it puts the customer at the center 
of what they are trying to achieve. 
 

• Who will develop this vision? 

• What is the overall goal? 

• What are they trying to achieve? 
 

Every employee at WSF should be able to answer each of these questions, but they are 
constantly left in the dark on such matters.   
 
The union employees answer questions like these every sailing.  Each employee has a vision of 
what the trip should be like, and they have a goal to achieve.   
 
Loading the vessel safely, providing a clean environment for passengers and crew and getting 
from port to port safely.  
 
But what are WSF’s vision and goal?  
 

1. The improvement of staff training for customer service: 4 years ago the 
officers and deckhands were shown a 15 minute video about how to treat and 
thank customers as if they were guests. The video was a good introduction to 
customer service, but lacked usable information. When 1300 passengers are 
walking aboard the ferry in a 10 minute time span, you can’t possibly greet them 
all or thank them as they walk off as the video recommended.   
  
Many of the employees have worked at WSF over 30 years and this was the first 
and only attempt by WSF to provide customer service.  This was expanded for 
new employee orientation by providing about 45 minutes of lecture about how 
being on time and keeping the boat clean are really all we can do to provide good 
customer service.   
 
Perhaps WSF should ask the employees what kinds of services we provide to our 
customers every day to get an idea of what the goal and vision should look like. 
 

• Handle lost and found items. 

• Get customers into cars they have locked themselves out of. 

• Jump start vehicles. 

• Help missing children find their parents. 

• Help drivers find their vehicle. 

• Give tours of the ferry. 

• Put air in flat tires. 

• Help when money is lost in a vending machine. 

• Perform memorial services. 

• Captains have even married couples on board the ship. 
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There are many other things we do without any formal training.  These things go 
unnoticed by management, because no one complains about these services we 
provide. 

                        
2. Provide customer service standards and also provide customer code of 

conduct standards:  Most other forms of transportation have this, in fact a former 
CEO Paul Green, who came from the airline industry, was working on a 
passenger code of conduct before he left for a position at LAX.   
 
Let’s inform our passengers about what is acceptable and what is not aboard our 
vessels. 
 

3. Resolving customer issues: In the mid 1990’s we hired a gentleman by the name 
of Bob McAlister to train the employees in ways to deal with difficult customers.  
It was an 8 hour class and later he put his technique on video for viewing at work 
when there was spare time.  This series of videos was worked through at new 
employee orientation until 3 years ago when budget constraints had that class cut 
from the curriculum.   
 
There are many special customer issues labor handles daily. 
 

• Luggage handling. 

• Wheelchairs for the disabled. 

• Responding to medical emergencies. 

• Dealing with customers under the influence. 

•  
 
 There are many other items too numerous to print.   
 
Most of the employees have not had any formal training in dealing with any of 
these issues, but we seem to perform them with quick efficiency and in a caring 
manner.   
 

4. Improving external communications: What will it cost? 
 
More IT employees, WSF provides email alerts and there is a phone line and 
reader board signs on the highway.  Twitter?  Really? 
 

5. Improve the website:  Yes improve the website, make the items that the 
customers use most on the main page.   
 
They can dig through the website to find status reports on the Director and new 
ferry construction.  Put wait times and breakdown, schedules and cameras right on 
the home page. 
 

6. Improve signage: In Canada they have overhead signs all the same color shape 
and size well before you get to a toll booth.   
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We don’t have any signs until you arrive at the toll booth and then they are placed 
at different location at different docks.  We have no consistency in size, shape, 
color or location of signs. 
 

7. Vessel and facility cleanliness:  The chief complaint is the restrooms.  
 
 Professional sporting stadiums and colleges are all moving away from trough 
style stainless steel urinals and installing single person porcelain urinals with 
dividers, 10’s of thousands of people use them daily and it is a vast improvement 
at stadiums, but WSF seems to love the stainless urinal that is difficult to clean, 
becomes pitted and retains the odor of urine.   
 
WSF put together a group of employees to photograph and document cleanliness 
issues on our vessels, and what they found was that most of the issues involving 
cleanliness were really maintenance issues; flooring tiles, upholstery, paint, 
fixtures and the like needed to be replaced. After that report was given to 
management the matter was dropped and the “Clean Team” was never seen from 
again for any follow up to see if the maintenance was ever completed.   
 
When scheduling work shifts and sailing schedules, add some time at the end of 
the watch to do some deep cleaning after the service day is completed. This way 
vessels and facilities are sparkling clean for the morning commuters. 
 

8. Pride of ownership:  Ask the crews what they need. 
 
 Allow the Staff Masters and Staff Engineers to order the tools they need to get 
the job done.  If the employees feel they have input and are part of the solutions 
they will feel like an owner.   
 
Who really knows better, the people working in the field day after day or the 
person in the office that never even rides a ferry? 
 

Finally, take the PVA recommendation, but ask and use the input from the workers, who will tell 
you what they need and how best to get it done.  Many of the union employees are college 
educated, have many years of accumulated on-the-job training, vast work experience or have an 
equivalent level of education from obtaining Masters and Engineer Licenses. 
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Appendix A 

Reference Material 

 

• Code of Federal Regulations 46 

� Sub chapters W Alternative Compliance 

• Internation Navigation Rules 

• Shipboard Safety Management and Contingency Plans 

• Standards of Training, Certification and Watchkeeping 

• International safety Management Code 

• Grey Notebook Edition 39 

• Safety Management System 

� Deck Operations Manual 

� Human Rescources Manual 

• 46 US Code 

• The Cedar River Group 

� “Capital Program Staffing and Administration Cost” 

� “Auto-Passenger Vessel Preservation and Replacement Final Report” 

� “Long Range Finances Report” 

� “Jones Act Review” 

• WSF Vessel Preservation Life Cycle Cost Model 

• Michael Dean Bennion 

� “A Comparison of Operational Performance: Washington State Ferries to Ferry 

Operators Worldwide” 

• Federal Transit Administration 

• Booz-Allen and Hamilton 

� “Washington State Ferry System Performance Audit” 

• E. Scott Geller Ph.D. 

� “Leadership and the Knowledge Worker: A paradigm shift for people-based 

safety” 

• Bob McAlister 

� “Dealing With Difficult Customers” 

• Passenger Vessel Association 

� “WSF Expert Panel Report” 

• WSDOT Response & Action Plan 

 


