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1. Executive Summary 

Executive Summary forthcoming. 
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2. Study Overview 

The SR 305 Corridor Alternatives Analysis Technical Study builds upon the work done as part of 
the SR305 Corridor Vision Study, further refining the set of alternatives to address travel needs in 
the corridor.  This technical study provides additional data collection and analysis to evaluate 
transit options between the Bainbridge Island ferry terminal and SR 3 in Poulsbo. 

2.1. Study Guidance and Participation 

This SR 305 Corridor Alternatives Analysis Technical Study and the prior SR 305 Corridor Vision 
Study that directed the development of alternatives were informed by an integrated stakeholder 
and public engagement program. Some of the key information was collected from meetings with 
agency staff at the local, regional, state, and federal levels, as well as meetings held with local 
officials during the project. Community meetings were held in December 2008 to gain a broader 
level of public input.  Appendix B includes a compendium of comments gathered from these 
meetings as well as the earlier visioning phase of this project.  In addition to Kitsap Transit's 
involvement and oversight of the study efforts, agency and stakeholder participation in the study 
process has included representatives from: 

 Suquamish Tribe 

 Kitsap County 

 City of Poulsbo 

 City of Bainbridge Island 

 Federal Transit Administration 

 Washington State Department of Transportation 

 Washington State Ferries 

 Puget Sound Regional Council 

 Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council 

Community representatives have stated a strong interest in the need for a sustainable 
transportation strategy for the SR 305 corridor that serves all transportation modes. With any 
potential improvements to the corridor, concerns have been raised about potential impacts to 
natural resources, wildlife, stream corridors, trees / vegetation, and other environmental 
resources. At the same time, people clearly recognize that implementing solutions to improve 
transit efficiency will bring significant environmental benefits, such as reduced congestion, 
pollution/emissions, and more efficient use of fossil fuels and other energy resources. It will be 
important for transportation solutions in the SR 305 Corridor to reinforce the planning principles of 
adopted local plans and policies (summarized below under Section 2.2). In Poulsbo, there is a 
strong interest in maintaining traffic mobility while encouraging transit and High Occupancy 
Vehicles (HOV) through the use of HOV lanes and intersection capacity improvements. In the 
vicinity of Suquamish, maintaining access to local businesses along the corridor is an important 
concern, along with providing enhanced facilities for transit riders, including those who walk along 
the corridor to access bus stops. On Bainbridge Island, community representatives have voiced 
aspirations regarding sustainability and an increased role for transit along the corridor and to 
maintain the current corridor environment with two lanes, limiting roadway widening. Proponents 
for non-motorized transportation have expressed a strong interest in pedestrian and bicycle 
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access and mobility throughout the corridor, including enhanced non-motorized access to transit, 
as well as maintaining space for non-motorized travel. 

2.2. Planning Context and History 

In February 2008, Kitsap Transit completed the SR 305 Corridor Vision – Transportation Choices 
for Tomorrow – Connecting Communities.  The vision plan was initiated as an update to the SR 
305 Corridor Analysis and Major Investment Study (MIS) completed in 1997.  Project partners, 
which included Kitsap Transit, City of Bainbridge Island, City of Poulsbo, Kitsap County, 
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), Washington State Ferries (WSF), and 
the Suquamish Tribe, determined that since nearly ten years had passed since the 1997 MIS, it 
was time to reevaluate the long-range vision for the corridor, with a particular emphasis on 
opportunities related to transit as a tool for:  

 Relieving worsening congestion in the SR 305 Corridor;  

 Increasing local mobility between the growing communities of Bainbridge Island and 
Poulsbo;  

 Continuing to allow Washington State Ferries to effectively connect North Kitsap County 
and parts of the Olympic Peninsula to Seattle as part of the State Marine Highway 
System; and  

 Reducing environmental impacts of personal transportation in the area. 

The SR 305 Corridor Vision focused on the corridor from the Bainbridge Island ferry terminal in 
Winslow to the corridors northern terminus near the junction of SR 305 and SR 3. Figure 2-1 
provides a vicinity map of the project area and labels the corridor in segments used in the 
evaluation of alternatives. 
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Figure 2-1 SR 305 Transit Study Area 
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The SR 305 Corridor Vision study placed a heavy emphasis on public process and input using a 
wide variety of forums to discuss future options for the corridor with members of the community.  
The study was conducted with the intent of developing a clear problem statement for the corridor 
that was supported by stakeholder agencies and the public.  Primary messages conveyed to the 
project team through the public outreach process, include:  

 A strong transit solution is needed to address worsening congestion in the SR 305 
corridor between Poulsbo and the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal. 

 There is strong opposition to widening SR 305 for the addition of general purpose traffic 
lanes, particularly on the Bainbridge Island segments. 

 There is local opposition to increasing the size and capacity of parking and automobile 
queuing facilities at the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal. 

 There is a need to strengthen community connectivity, particularly between Bainbridge 
Island and the rapidly growing community of Poulsbo. 

 Transportation improvements in the corridor must strengthen the area’s economic vitality 
and work to preserve and improve access to businesses.  

 Transportation improvements must respect, preserve and enhance community character. 

 Future transit should integrate with local community planning/transportation planning for 
future development. 

 Any major transportation investment must focus on moving people via transit and high 
occupancy vehicle modes, not in single-occupant vehicles. 

 Ongoing transit planning must be supportive of the City of Bainbridge Island’s Ferry 
District Urban Design Study operational plans for the Washington State Ferries Bainbridge 
Terminal, Winslow Tomorrow Plan, 2025, and non-motorized planning efforts underway in 
the area.  

 Transit investment is needed to reinforce compact land use planning principles and help 
form transportation-efficient neighborhood service centers on Bainbridge Island and in the 
Poulsbo area. 

 Pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements are needed throughout the corridor and could 
be supported by development of high-quality transit stations. 

Locally Adopted Plans and Policies  

Plans and policies adopted by the cities of Poulsbo and Bainbridge Island, as well as Kitsap 
County, support development of expanded transit in the SR 305 corridor.  Relevant policy 
statements are summarized below. 

City of Poulsbo Comprehensive Plan, 2010 

Community Key Goals -- Transportation: 

 Develop alternative mobility options and modes of transportation to reduce reliance on 
cars, including infrastructure for public transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists. 
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 Participate in efforts to enhance the City's connectivity to the region, including 
telecommuting. 

Public Transportation - Goal TR-10: Actively promote the use of public transportation to 
accommodate a larger share of the traveling public. Relevant policies: 

 Policy TR-10.1  

Promote Poulsbo as a regional transportation center, connecting the greater Kitsap 
Peninsula with the Seattle metropolitan area and the Olympic Peninsula. Work with Kitsap 
Transit, Jefferson Transit, the Washington State Department of Transportation, and 
surrounding communities to create a Transit Plan for the City.  

 Policy TR-10.2  

Encourage the use of public transportation within Poulsbo to accommodate those who 
work, visit and shop in Poulsbo. Coordinate with Kitsap Transit to identify opportunities to 
increase capacity, provide trolley or shuttle service throughout the City, reduce service 
deficiencies and increase ridership on under-utilized routes.  

 Policy TR-10.3  

Work with Kitsap Transit to increase Park and Ride capacity within the City by identifying 
potential Park-and-Ride locations and explore a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system that will 
serve Park-and-Rides and connect Poulsbo to surrounding communities throughout the 
region.  

 Policy TR-10.4  

Continue coordinating with Kitsap Transit during development permit application, for their 
review and comment on development proposals to facilitate convenient use and operation 
of appropriate transit services. Assist Kitsap Transit, as appropriate, in the implementation 
of their capital improvement projects within the city limits. 

Other Relevant City of Poulsbo Goals and Policies: 

 TR-8: Participate in regional transportation coordination plans and programs to ensure 
and promote Poulsbo's role in the regional transportation network. 

City of Bainbridge Island Comprehensive Plan, 2004 

Transportation Element 

Goal 1: Community Character -- Develop transportation improvements that respect the 
Island's natural and historic character and are consistent with both the short-and long-
term vision of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Goal 2: Environment -- Develop, operate, and maintain a transportation system that 
respects the natural environment, including the quality of the Island's air, water, and 
natural habitat. 
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Goal 6: SR 305 /  Through Traffic -- Coordinate with WSDOT to ensure that state 
facility improvements meet the goals of the Bainbridge Island transportation vision and 
Comprehensive Plan and minimize impacts to the local transportation system. 

 TR 6.3 SR 305 Improvements and Safety 

Support incremental improvements for SR 305 to reduce congestion and improve 
safety for through traffic, local traffic, non-motorized and transit users. These 
improvements should particularly address congestion and safety of cross-highway 
vehicle and non-motorized traffic and provision of a safe bicycle corridor along all 
sections of SR 305. 

 TR 6.4 Park-and-Ride Facilities 

Encourage the development of park-and-ride lots near commuters’ point of origin 
throughout Kitsap County in order to minimize traffic impacts along SR 305. 

 TR 6.5 Impact to State Facilities 

Evaluate the Comprehensive Plan’s land use designations to assess their impact 
on all roadways, including State-owned facilities, and include as part of the 
Transportation Element. 

 TR 6.6 Improvements to Off-Island State Facilities 

Encourage off-Island projects that will mitigate on-Island congestion to SR 305. TR 
6.3 

GOAL 8: TRANSIT 
Encourage the use of public transit and encourage transit agencies to operate and 
maintain local and regional transit service and facilities that reduce the need for single 
occupant vehicles and support the needs of transit-dependent users. 

 
 TR 8.1 Transit LOS 

Encourage a transit LOS standard that identifies deficiencies and program 
improvement needs as defined in the Kitsap Transit Plan. 

 TR 8.2 Public Transit Ferry Access  

Support actions from Metro, Sound Transit, Kitsap Transit, or other appropriate 
agencies that: 

• Promote the availability of public transit service to ferry commuters and for special 
events. 

• Adjust bus schedules to meet ferry arrival and departure times and improve service 
throughout the day and during evening hours. 

 TR 8.3 Multiple-use park-and-ride lots 

Encourage park-and-ride use of multiple-use lots such as those located at churches, 
near transit connections or other locations and promote the use of those lots to Island 
residents. 

 TR 8.4 Expansion of Island transit 

Support the expansion of Island transit services that target: 
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• Ferry commuters; 

• Non-ferry commuters, including Island employees; 

• Connection of High School Road and Winslow Way; 

• Non-commuter travel to other Kitsap County service and employment areas; 

• Intra-Island connection to Neighborhood Service Centers and residential areas; and 

• Transit dependent access, including addressing the access needs of youth, the 
elderly and disabled transit users. 

Goal 11: Regional Coordination -- Coordinate with the local, regional, and state, public 
and private organizations that promote regional transportation improvements and services 
that are compatible with the community's vision as expressed in the Comprehensive Plan. 

Kitsap County - Countywide Planning Policies - Element H, Transportation, Adopted 2007 

The Growth Management Act requires that transportation planning be coordinated among local 
and state jurisdictions. The Growth Management Act further requires that transportation planning 
be coordinated with the land use elements of local comprehensive plans.  Coordination of land 
use and transportation plans will allow Kitsap County and the Kitsap cities to meet three inter-
related transportation goals: 
 

o Serve Designated Centers to reduce sprawl, conserve land and make more efficient use 
of infrastructure, 

 
o Preserve the natural environment, including water and air quality,  

 
o Provide a balanced system for the efficient, safe movement of people, goods and 

services among Designated Centers within Kitsap County and the larger Puget Sound 
region.   

 
Countywide Transportation Policies Relevant to the SR 305 Corridor Transit Study: 

 
Strategies to optimize and manage the use of transportation facilities and services: 
 

a. The County and the Cities shall each emphasize the maintenance and preservation of 
their existing transportation network.  

 
b. Through the regular update of the Transportation Element of their Comprehensive Plan, 

the County and the Cities should each identify and prioritize operational and safety 
deficiencies.  

 
c. The County and the Cities should utilize Transportation System Management strategies 

such as parking restrictions, traffic signal coordination, transit queue jumps (traffic signal 
modification equipment that allows busses to move ahead of other vehicles), ramp 
metering, striping non-motorized transportation facilities, and real time sensor adjustments 
for traffic signals.  
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d. The County and the Cities should develop and implement access management 
regulations that provide standards for driveway spacing and delineation and encourage 
the joint use of access points where practical.  

 
e. The County and the Cities shall actively seek opportunities to share facilities, expertise, 

and transportation resources, such as multiple use park & ride/parking lots or shared 
traffic signal maintenance responsibility. 

 
Reducing the rate of growth in auto traffic, including the number of vehicle trips, the number of 
miles traveled, and the length of vehicle trips taken, for both commute and non-commute trips: 
 

a. The County and the Cities shall provide both infra-structure and policy incentives to 
increase the use of non-SOV modes of travel. 

 
i. The range of infrastructure incentives to encourage the use of non-SOV modes of 

travel could include the following:  
 

 Provide public transit, including preferential treatments for transit, such as queue 
by-pass lanes (dedicated bus lanes that allow for transit queue jumps), traffic 
signal modifications, and safe, transit stops. 

 

 Provide integrated transfer points to facilitate seamless trips between transit and 
other modes of travel, particularly at ferry terminals, including park & ride lots, bike 
storage facilities, carpool/vanpool and transit advantages to ease ingress/egress, 
with proximity to actual connection points, and innovative transit-oriented 
development. 

 

 Provide non-recreational bicycle and pedestrian facilities, including safe 
neighborhood walking and biking routes to school. 

 

 During the development of all state, county, and city highway capacity 
improvement projects, consider the market for non-SOV travel, and the addition of 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, park & ride lots, appropriate infrastructure 
for both bicycling and walking. 

 
ii. The range of policy incentives to encourage the use of non-SOV modes of travel could 

include the following: 
 

 Increased emphasis on the Commute Trip Reduction Program already in place 
(including ridesharing incentives), with Kitsap Transit designated as the lead 
agency, including program promotion and monitoring. 

 

 Managed parking demand at ferry terminals, employment, and retail centers to 
discourage SOV use through privileged parking for HOV users, fee structure and 
parking space allocations.  

 

 Encouraging telecommuting and home-based businesses as a viable work 
alternative. 
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 Encouraging the shift of work and non-work trips to off-peak travel hours. 
 

 Congestion pricing. 
 

 Auto-restricted zones. 
 

 Promotion of driver awareness through educational efforts. 
 

Environmental impacts of transportation policies: 
 

a. Transportation improvements shall be located and constructed so as to 
discourage/minimize adverse impacts on water quality and other environmental features. 

 
b. The County, the Cities, and Kitsap Transit shall consider programming capital 

improvements and transportation facilities that alleviate and mitigate impacts of land use 
on air quality and energy consumption, such as: high-occupancy vehicle lanes; public 
transit; vanpool/ carpool facilities; electric and other low emission vehicles including 
buses; bicycle and pedestrian facilities that are designed for functional transportation. 
 

Transportation linkages between designated local and regional Centers: 
 

a. Regional corridors shall be designated for automobile, freight, transit, HOV facilities, rail, 
marine, bicycle, and pedestrian travel between centers as part of the countywide 
transportation plan.  

 
b. The transportation system linking Designated Centers within the county shall be transit-

oriented and pedestrian and bicycle friendly.  
 

2.3. Corridor Conditions 

The SR 305 corridor contains several distinct segments with a variety of urban, suburban, and 
rural land uses.  The general character of the corridor changes between segments starting at the 
urban area around the Bainbridge Island ferry terminal to the suburban area at the junction of SR 
305 and SR 3. The corridor extends for approximately 13.5 miles and is one of the most 
congested routes in Kitsap County, serving commuters daily to and from the ferry terminal, which 
carries passengers to and from downtown Seattle. Right-of-way is available, but transportation 
decisions are greatly constrained by topography, the Agate Pass Bridge, and the proximity of 
environmental assets such as mature vegetation. 

The SR 305 route carries extensive commuter-based traffic and transit riders as well as a growing 
level of local traffic and local transit riders. The corridor serves the growing communities of 
Poulsbo, Suquamish and the Port Madison Indian Reservation, and Bainbridge Island. Some of 
the major congestion choke points are located where SR 305 intersects with SR 3 and 
Suquamish Way, as well as the physically constrained Agate Pass bridge segment and the 
Bainbridge Island Ferry terminal queue. On top of these critical junctions, major congestion 
issues include: 

 Pulsed traffic flows to and from ferry terminal resulting from ferry landings 

 Long queues at arterial intersections / traffic signals 
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 Transit delay as a result of traffic conditions and a lack of priority treatments 

Degrading traffic conditions will amplify as travel demand between Poulsbo and Bainbridge Island 
increases. The growth in traffic from 2008 to 2030 varies dramatically by roadway segment and is 
estimated to increase northbound intersection delays up to 4.5 minutes during the PM peak hour.  
Appendix A presents the revised (2009) estimates for congestion at key intersections. As a result, 
transit travel time from the ferry terminal to SR 3 is expected to increase from 38 to 59.5 minutes 
in the PM peak period. This growth is largely a result of an increase in intra-county travel demand 
stemming from population and employment growth rather than from increased auto travel from 
the ferry terminal. Nonetheless ferry traffic will play an important role in future SR 305 congestion 
as ferry demand will increase by roughly 1,680 additional ferry riders during the PM peak period1. 

Another influential corridor constraint is the capping of parking capacity at the ferry terminal by 
City ordinance. More recently, parking capacity at the ferry terminal has been reduced by one-fifth 
due to recent development at Winslow Way.  

2.4. Study Area Problem Statement 

The SR 305 corridor is unique in that it covers a range of urban and rural land uses, does not 
have nearby parallel corridors, and carries a high volume of auto and transit passenger traffic.  It 
connects Bainbridge Island and the busy Washington State Ferries Terminal located at the 
southern terminus of the corridor to Poulsbo, the fastest growing urban area in Kitsap County to 
the north.  The corridor is constrained by a two-lane bridge crossing of Agate Pass roughly half 
way between SR 3 and the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal.  The proximity of this bridge to a 
busy intersection at Suquamish Way can cause significant traffic congestion.  A number of other 
major intersections along the corridor also have significant traffic delays, with mainline queues of 
up to 2.5 minutes and minor leg queues several times longer.  Demand for travel in the corridor is 
expected to grow while expansion of highway capacity is constrained by physical barriers and 
strong community desires to limit roadway expansion. 

The SR 305 Corridor project is addressing the problem of how to accommodate 
increased travel demand in the corridor given the constraints on increasing highway lane 
capacity. 

2.5. Study Area Purpose and Need Statement 

Following is the project's draft Purpose and Need Statement2: 

The Purpose of the proposed SR 305 Corridor project is to implement high-capacity 
public transportation service, through expanded  transit capacity and service, in the SR 
305 Corridor (between the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal and SR 3) that is less 
hindered by congestion and that does not develop additional general purpose travel lanes 
in this constrained corridor. 

The Need for the project results from: 

                                                 
1
 2009 WSF LRP Appendix D (Ridership Forecasting Technical Report), page 16 

2
 The purpose and needs defined here are attributable needs defined in the 2007 SR 305 Corridor Vision 
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 Historic and projected increases in traffic congestion in the SR 305 Corridor due to 
increases in regional and local population and employment; 

 Increased transit operating costs due to lengthy transit travel times and deteriorating 
public transportation reliability in the SR 305 Corridor as a result of growing traffic 
congestion; 

 The region's growing reliance on public transportation to meet travel needs in the SR 305 
Corridor, including those traveling to/from Seattle via the ferry; 

 The need to maintain interregional mobility across the Puget Sound via the State Marine 
Highway System which uses the Bainbridge Island – Seattle to transport vehicles and 
people.  In particular, aggressive redevelopment plans in the Bainbridge Island Ferry 
Terminal area and planning goals adopted by the City of Bainbridge Island will make park-
and-ride access to the ferry more difficult and expensive. 

 Local and regional land use and development plans, goals, and objectives that identify 
nodes served by the SR 305 Corridor as a focus for residential, commercial and retail 
development to accommodate forecasted regional population and employment growth in a 
transit supportive manner; and 

 Limitation of options for transportation improvements caused by the identification and 
protection of important resources in the natural and built environment in the SR 305 
Corridor, including but not limited to wetlands, rare plants, and animals and their habitat. 

2.6. Additional Data Collection 

In order to evaluate potential options for expanding and enhancing transit capacity and service in 
the SR 305 corridor, this study collected new and/or updated data on traffic conditions, existing 
transit ridership and ferry ridership projections.   

The project team analyzed the operations of 39 intersections in the SR 305 corridor for the AM 
and PM peak hours to update models of current and future traffic conditions in the corridor.  
Updated data were assembled for: vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle counts, travel times, street 
geometry, turning movements, traffic control devices and speed limits and key locations. 
Appendix C summarizes the traffic data collection conducted for the study. 

The project team also conducted a ridecheck to collect stop-level boarding and alighting data for 
the bus routes currently serving the SR 305 corridor. Transit travel time and rider travel behavior 
data were also collected at this time.  Data on current transit use was used in the development of 
the transit benefits model developed for this study.  Appendix E provides a detailed report on the 
transit data collection and analysis. 

The transit benefits model also used data from the 2006 ferry passenger survey conducted by 
Washington State Ferries (WSF).  The project team obtained the raw data from this survey in 
order to include ferry passenger mode choice data into the SR 305 Alternatives Analysis 
Technical Study modeling efforts. 

WSF also updated their ridership forecast in 2008 as part of their 2009 long range plan.  The 
revised ridership forecasts are lower than those predicted at the time the SR 305 Vision Study 
was completed.  Appendix E highlights revised transit ridership and Park & Ride demand 
estimates due to increases in ferry ridership.  This SR 305 Corridor Alternatives Analysis 
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Technical Study revaluated travel demand in the corridor based on the new ferry ridership 
projections along with projected growth from non-ferry sources.   

  



 

3 

MODE AND ALIGNMENTS ALTERNATIVES 

CONSIDERED 
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3. Mode and Alignments Alternatives Considered 

This section details the complete set of alternatives that were developed during the SR 305 
Corridor Vision process. These alternatives represent both mode alternatives and potential 
alignments in the corridor. Subsequent sections of this report discuss how a series of screening / 
evaluation steps are used to narrow the broad range of alternatives. 

3.1. Mode Alternatives 

The SR 305 Corridor Vision initially identified a broad range of high capacity transit mode 
alternatives for the SR 305 corridor.  Each of these was differentiated from the existing local bus 
services in that they included the following characteristics: 

 Limited stops; 

 Enhanced stop/station amenities; 

 Fast boarding and alighting capability; 

 Off-board fare payment options; 

 Travel time improvements via exclusive right of way and/or transit signal priority; and 

 Enhance rider information services. 

The full range of modes considered was: 

 Light Rail 

 Monorail 

 Automated Fixed Guideway (special attention was provided to LevX technology during the 
Vision Study)3 

 MagLev 

 Commuter/Heavy Rail 

 Diesel Multiple Unit 

 Bus rapid transit (BRT) 

– Operating in an exclusive busway 

– Operating in mixed traffic 

3.2. Alignment Alternatives 

The SR 305 corridor is unusually constrained when compared with most urban transportation 
corridors, which typically offer a range of parallel travel opportunities.  There are no significant 
parallel roadways or continuous rights-of-way between approximately Hostmark Street in Poulsbo 

                                                 
3
 LevX is a conceptual technology being developed by a Washington company.  The technology would use a non-

electrified magnetic levitation system to reduce friction and power needs of transit vehicles.  The technology was 
reviewed due to local interest.  It was determined that the time required for the technology to emerge as a viable and 
proven passenger transportation technology was extensive enough that it would not qualify as a viable technology 
within the 20-year planning horizon. 
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and Madison Avenue N in Bainbridge Island.  Similarly, SR 305 currently provides the only 
roadway crossing of Agate Pass. 

Both Miller Road and Sportsman’s Club Road offer alternative routings between SR 305 and the 
City of Bainbridge Island; however, both are rural roadways that are not zoned for transit-
supportive land uses.  Both would also require significant out of direction travel such that a 
mainline transit service using either corridor would not be competitive in serving the primary 
transit markets in the SR 305 corridor.  Furthermore, Kitsap Transit operates local bus service in 
these corridors which could provide effective feeder service to a SR 305 mainline service. 

The SR 305 Corridor Vision identified a series of design options in conjunction with a limited set 
of alignment alternatives.  These design options provide for flexibility in enhanced transit 
operations. 

The following section details the alignment alternatives considered during the SR 305 Corridor 
Vision Study and the SR 305 Alternatives Analysis Technical Study.  These alternative 
alignments are displayed in Figure 3-1 below. 
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Figure 3-1 SR 305 Alignment Alternatives 
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3.2.1. Segment A1 — Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal to High School Road 

Four alignment alternatives were identified for this segment, which runs between the Ferry 
Terminal loading and unloading lanes and High School Road, a major east-west arterial. In 
addition to an alignment along SR 305 (Olympic Drive/Way), alternatives on parallel streets were 
investigated in order to route HCT away from the heavy ferry-based congestion near the terminal. 

 Alternative 1 – SR 305 (Olympic Drive/Way).  In this alternative transit vehicles would 
travel on the SR 305 mainline corridor using a range of design options: 

– Design Opt 1 – Reversible center lane as peak direction transitway 

– Design Opt 2 – North and southbound transitways in exclusive ROW; curb alignment 

– Design Opt 3 – North and southbound transitways in exclusive ROW; median 
alignment 

– Design Opt 4 – Mixed-Traffic operation; curbside stations and intersection 
improvements to bypass congestion 

 Alternative 2 - Madison Avenue (via Winslow Way from Ferry Terminal).  In this 
alternative transit vehicles would enter and leave the Ferry Terminal via Winslow Way and 
travel parallel to SR 305, operating in mixed traffic, on Madison Avenue to High School 
Road.   

 Alternative 3 - Cave Avenue NE.  In this alternative, northbound transit vehicles would 
exit the Ferry Terminal in an exclusive transit lane along the current Cave Avenue 
alignment and return to SR 305 via a new transit roadway approximately 300 to 400 feet 
north of Winslow Way. 

 Alternative 4 – Ferncliff Avenue NE. In this alternative transit vehicles would enter and 
leave the Ferry Terminal east of SR 305, operating in mixed traffic on Ferncliff Avenue, 
returning back to SR 305 at High School Road. 
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3.2.2. Segment A2 – High School Road to Suquamish Way 

One alignment alternative was identified for this segment: 

 Alternative 1 – SR 305 

– Design Opt 1 – Reversible center lane as peak direction transitway 

– Design Opt 2 – North and southbound transitways in exclusive ROW; curb alignment 

– Design Opt 3 – North and southbound transitways in exclusive ROW; median 
alignment 

– Design Opt 4 – Mixed-Traffic operation; curbside stations and intersection 
improvements to bypass congestion 

Transit vehicles will need to cross the Agate Pass in this segment, just south of the Suquamish 
Way intersection with SR 305. Design options using a dedicated transitways would either require: 
(1) construction of a new transit bridge which could be accommodated in existing highway rights-
of-way, (2) a signal treatment on the south side of the bridge which would provide transit vehicles 
priority over general purpose traffic, or (3) the transit lane to merge with the single general 
purpose lane crossing the bridge.  

3.2.3. Segment B – Suquamish Way to Hostmark Street 

One alignment alternative was identified for this segment: 

 Alternative 1 – SR 305. It is assumed that transit would operate in mixed traffic north of 
Suquamish Way, with the exception of intersection treatments at the intersections with 
Suquamish Way and Hostmark Street.  This segment of roadway is consistently in free-
flow operation and expected to maintain those conditions in the future. 

3.2.4. Segment C – Hostmark Street to Bond Road 

One alignment alternative was identified for this segment: 

 Alternative 1 – SR 305. It is assumed that transit would operate in existing HOV lanes in 
this segment.  Changes to management of existing lanes would be proposed to extend 
peak hour restrictions. 

3.2.5. Segment D –Bond Road to SR 3 

One alignment alternative was identified for this segment in the interim planning period and a 
second was examined for the longer-term scenario when an exclusive transitway would be 
required for a potential Automated Fixed Guideway mode alternative. 

 Alternative 1 – SR 305. It is assumed that transit would operate in existing general 
purpose travel lanes.  
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4. Screening and Evaluation Process 

Three steps or "tiers" have been identified to narrow the range of mode and alignment 
alternatives: 

 Tier I Screening – mode and alignment alternatives were reviewed using a high level 
screening based on the study area’s Purpose and Need Statement; 

 Tier II Screening – mode and alignment alternatives advanced from the Tier I Screening 
were reviewed during this second round of screening, which employed coarse level 
criteria developed to measure the ability of the alternatives to best meet the study area’s 
Goal and Objectives; and 

 Tier III Evaluation – mode and alignment alternatives advanced from the Tier II Screening 
underwent a detailed technical evaluation using analytical tools to further measure the 
viability of the mode and alignment alternatives.  These measures were also based on the 
study area Goals and Objectives developed through public and stakeholder outreach 
processes. 

The purpose of this three-step process is to refine the range of mode and alignment alternatives, 
screening out options that do not best meet the study area’s needs or goals.  Tier I and Tier II 
Screenings are used to determine if the proposed alternatives adequately address the study 
area's Purpose and Need Statement in conjunction with meeting the study area’s goals and 
objectives.  The Tier III Evaluation is used to determine which alternatives are reasonable or 
promising. 

Work conducted during the SR 305 Corridor Vision phase of study provided the Tier I and Tier II 
Screenings while the SR 305 Corridor Alternative Analysis Technical Study carried out the Tier III 
Evaluations.  The following sections further detail the screening / evaluation criteria and results 
for the Tier I and II Screening.   

4.1. Tier I Screening Criteria and Results 

This section summarizes the draft results of the Tier I Screening, which is a determination of 
whether or not proposed mode and alignment alternatives would adequately address the study 
area's Purpose and Need Statement (see Section 2 of this Report).  

Each of the mode and alignment alternatives were assessed using the following criteria to 
determine if they would adequately meet the study area's draft Purpose and Need Statement: 

 Would operate primarily within the north/south SR 305 Corridor; 

 Would primarily be a transit investment; 

 Would improve transit travel time and reliability; and 

 Would serve developed and/or developable land. 

All the mode and alignment alternatives were found to adequately meet each of the four Tier I 
screening measures and, therefore, were advanced into the Tier II Screening. Note that the 
Alternatives Analysis and any future NEPA environmental review will also include a No-Build 
Alternative, which will use the existing fixed route bus service extended into the project's forecast 
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year and any planned transit and transportation projects approved in the regional fiscally 
constrained transportation plan.  

Figure 4-1 Tier I Screening Criteria and Results 

 
Within 

Corridor 
Transit 

Investment 

Transit 
Travel 
Time / 

Reliability 

Serve 
Developed / 
Developable 

Land 

Initially Identified Mode Alternatives     

Light Rail     

Monorail     

Automated Fixed Guideway     

MagLev     

Commuter/Heavy Rail     

Bus rapid transit (BRT)     

Initially Identified Alignment Alternatives (by Segment)     

Segment A1 — Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal to High School Rd 

Alternative 1 – SR 305     

   Design Opt 1 – Reversible center lane     

   Design Opt 2 – NB and SB transitways; curb alignment     

   Design Opt 3 – NB and SB transitways; median alignment     

   Design Opt 4 – Mixed-Traffic operation; curb stations     

Alternative 2 – Madison Ave     

Alternative 3 – Cave Ave     

Alternative 4 – Ferncliff Ave     

Segment A2 – High School Rd to Suquamish Way 

Alternative 1 – SR 305     

   Design Opt 1 – Reversible center lane     

   Design Opt 2 – NB and SB transitways; curb alignment     

   Design Opt 3 – NB and SB transitways; median alignment     

   Design Opt 4 – Mixed-Traffic operation; curb stations     

Segment B – Suquamish Way to Hostmark St 

Alternative 1 – SR 305     

Segment C – Hostmark St to Bond Rd 

Alternative 1 – SR 305     

Segment D –Bond Rd to SR 3 

Alternative 1 – SR 305     
Note: Checkmark indicates that mode or alignment alternative meets the screening criteria 

4.2. Tier II Screening Criteria and Results 

This section summarizes the draft results of the Tier II Screening, which is a determination of 
whether or not the proposed mode and alignment alternatives advanced from the Tier I Screening 
would adequately meet the study area’s Goals and Objectives4: 

Per the study area’s Goals and Objectives, viable mode and alignment alternatives shall: 

                                                 
4
 The goals and objectives defined here are attributable to criteria expressed in the 2007 SR 305 Corridor Vision 
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 Fit within existing ROW and allow for increased person movement capacity in the corridor 
without adding general purpose auto travel lanes; 

 Be compatible with ferry system demand and loading requirements; 

 Be able to deliver service compatible with urban and rural components of study area; 

 Minimize visual impacts to rural and urban portions of the corridor; 

 Improve local mobility within and between communities in the corridor; 

 Be desired by the community; 

 Minimize safety concerns; 

 Be scalable to demand; 

 Build upon reliable/tested technology; 

 Be able to influence mode shift/reduce auto travel in corridor; 

 Be able to influence nodal land use (mixed uses and density supportive of high-capacity 
transit investment) and economic development; 

 Be able to provide travel time and reliability competitive with automobile; 

 Provide high ride quality and comfort; 

 Minimize intersection/roadway operational impacts; and 

 Limit the impacts of traffic and parking. 
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The following criteria were used to screen against the identified Goals and Objectives 

Figure 4-2 Tier II Screening Criteria 

Goal/Objective Screening Criteria 

Fit within existing ROW and allow for increased person 
movement capacity in the corridor without adding general 
purpose auto travel lanes 

Does not add additional general purpose travel lanes or 
construct large facilities outside of existing roadway 

Be compatible with ferry system demand and loading 
requirements 

Can be safely and efficiently integrated within Ferry 
Terminal operations on available footprint 

Be able to deliver service compatible with urban and rural 
components of study area 

Is appropriate for both medium density urban areas and 
low-density rural areas 

Minimize visual impacts to rural and urban portions of the 
corridor 

Limits construction outside of, or above existing roadway 
footprint 

Improve local mobility within and between communities in 
the corridor 

Provides additional options for local travel within North 
Kitsap County 

Be desired by the community Has stakeholder and public support 

Minimize safety concerns 
Limits dangerous at-grade crossings for all modes of 
travel 

Be scalable to demand 
Allows for cost effective implementation during early 
phases of operation 

Build upon reliable/tested technology Employs widely-used technologies 

Be able to influence mode shift/reduce auto travel in 
corridor 

Provides for transit travel time and reliability 
improvements relative to auto travel times 

Be able to influence nodal land use (mixed uses and 
density supportive of high-capacity transit investment) and 
economic development 

Has proven track record in supporting high density / 
mixed use development 

Be able to provide travel time and reliability competitive 
with automobile 

2030 forecasted travel times 

Provide high ride quality and comfort Offer amenities not found on local bus service 

Minimize intersection/roadway operational impacts 
2030 forecasted intersection LOS and turning movement 
analysis 

Limit the impacts of traffic and parking. 2030 forecasted intersection LOS 

 

Figure 4 provides a matrix indicating which mode and alignment alternatives meet the Tier II 
screening criteria.  The mode and alignment alternatives found to adequately meet the Tier II 
screening measures (and thus the study area's Goals and Objectives) using the Visioning 
Process’ coarse screening criteria are summarized following the table.  Note that the Alternatives 
Analysis and any subsequent NEPA environmental review will also include a No-Build Alternative, 
which will use the existing fixed route bus service extended into the project's forecast year and 
any planned transit and transportation projects approved in the regional fiscally constrained 
transportation plan.  
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Figure 4-3 Tier II Screening Results 
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Initially Identified Mode Alternatives               

Light Rail                

Monorail                

Automated Fixed Guideway                

MagLev                

Commuter/Heavy Rail                

Bus rapid transit (BRT)                
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Initially Identified Alignment Alternatives (by Segment)              

Segment A1 — Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal to High School Rd           

Alternative 1 – SR 305                

   Design Opt 1 – Reversible center 
lane 

               

   Design Opt 2 – NB and SB 
transitways; curb alignment 

               

   Design Opt 3 – NB and SB 
transitways; median alignment 

               

   Design Opt 4 – Mixed-Traffic 
operation; curb stations 

               

Alternative 2 – Madison Ave                

Alternative 3 – Cave Ave                

Alternative 4 – Ferncliff Ave                

Segment A2 – High School Rd to Suquamish Way             

Alternative 1 – SR 305                

   Design Opt 1 – Reversible center 
lane 

               

   Design Opt 2 – NB and SB 
transitways; curb alignment 

               

   Design Opt 3 – NB and SB 
transitways; median alignment 

               

   Design Opt 4 – Mixed-Traffic                
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operation; curb stations 

Segment B – Suquamish Way to Hostmark St             

Alternative 1 – SR 305                

Segment C – Hostmark St to Bond Rd             

Alternative 1 – SR 305                

Segment D –Bond Rd to SR 3             

Alternative 1 – SR 305                
Note: Checkmark indicates that mode or alignment alternative meets the screening criteria.  Shaded cells indicate that the objective is not applicable when 
screening alignment alternatives 
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4.2.1. Alternatives Removed from Further Study 

The following sections summarize the results of the Tier II Screening.  Those alternatives that met 
the coarse screening against study area Goals and Objectives were advanced to Tier III where 
they will be further evaluated. Among the mode alternatives, only BRT met all the study area 
objectives. Similarly, of the alignment alternatives only the alternatives in Segments B through D 
met all the objectives.  For Segments A1 and A2, the various alignment alternatives and design 
options that met the most objectives were retained for further evaluation. While there was no 
formal weighting of objectives during the Tier II screening, community support was looked to as a 
key measure based on feedback from stakeholders and the advisory committee. 

4.2.2. Mode Alternatives Removed from Further Study 

 Light Rail  

– Not appropriate for level of expected ridership within the 20-year planning timeframe, 
not easily scalable to meet ferry demand, and could require undesired corridor 
widening impacts.  

 Monorail 

– High visual impact, low community support, not appropriate with suburban/rural nature 
of corridor, and very low cost effectiveness given high capital costs. 

 Automated Fixed Guideway 

– Not a tested technology for public transportation in highway corridor setting and not 
appropriate for level of expected ridership within the 20-year planning timeframe. 

 MagLev 

– Low community support, poor reliability in previous applications, and very low cost 
effectiveness given high capital costs, and could require undesired corridor widening 
impacts. 

 Commuter Rail/Heavy Rail 

– Poor integration with Ferry Terminal and negative safety and traffic impacts. 

4.2.3. Alignment Alternatives Removed from Further Study 

 Segment A1 Alternative 2 – Madison  

– This alternative was dismissed due to concerns about transit speed and reliability on 
these narrow, traffic calmed streets, as well as community concerns about how high 
capacity transit might affect the character of the streets in this option.  

 Segment A1 Alternative 3 – Cave Avenue NE 

– This alternative was dismissed due to limited utility, the need for signalization on 
Winslow Way less than 200 feet from SR 305 intersection, and the high cost of 
acquiring private property.  
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 Segment A1 Alternative 4 – Ferncliff Avenue NE 

– This alternative was dismissed due to a lack of community support and the need to 
travel off the primary corridor (on a rural road) for a long distance. 

 Segment A (A1 and A2) Alternative 1, Design Options 2 and 3 – NB and SB Transitways 

– These design options were dismissed due to a lack of community support for the 
required level of construction in the corridor ROW and associated visual impacts. 

4.3. Alternatives Advanced for Further Analysis 

4.3.1. Mode Alternatives Advanced to Tier III Evaluation 

 Bus rapid transit (BRT) 

4.3.2. Alignment Alternatives Advanced to Tier III Evaluation 

 Segment A1 Alternative 1 – SR 305 (Olympic Drive/Way).  In this alternative transit 
vehicles would travel on the SR 305 mainline corridor using a range of design options: 

– Design Opt 1 – Reversible center lane as peak direction transitway 

– Design Opt 4 – Mixed-Traffic operation; curbside stations and intersection 
improvements to bypass congestion 

 Segment A2  Alternative 1 – SR 305 

– Design Opt 1 – Reversible center lane as peak direction transitway 

– Design Opt 4 – Mixed-Traffic operation; curbside stations and intersection 
improvements to bypass congestion 

 Segment B – Alternative 1 – SR 305 mixed traffic operation, curbside stations 

 Segment C – Alternative 1 – SR 305 mixed traffic operation, curbside stations 

 Segment D – Alternative 1 – SR 305 mixed traffic operation, curbside stations 

4.3.3. Identification of Additional Alternatives 

Initial analysis conducted as part of the SR 305 Alternatives Analysis Technical Study, using 
updated traffic data and projections, indicated that severe traffic delays only exist in the 
northbound direction (see Appendix A) under both current and future conditions.  Two additional 
design options are proposed for Segments A1 and A2 to provide transit travel time benefits via 
localized improvements.  These alternatives call for a northbound only transitway between the 
ferry terminal and Day Road and northbound improvements at the Agate Pass bridge. These 
alternatives are described in detail in the next section.   



 

5 

DEFINITION OF ALTERNATIVES   
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5. Definition of Alternatives 

This section details the final set of alignment alternatives analyzed during the Tier III Evaluation.  
The alternatives are: 

 Alternative 1:  No Action 

 Alternative 2:  BRT with Exclusive Reversible Center Lane  

 Alternative 3:  BRT with Select Intersection Improvements  

 Alternative 4:  BRT with Dedicated Northbound Transit (HOV) Lane  

 Alternative 5:  BRT with Agate Pass Bridge Access Improvements  

Alternative 3 is considered the Transportation System Management (TSM) alternative as it 
involves the management of current roadway facilities without adding dedicated transit lanes.  
Alternative 5 provides minimal improvements but is used to evaluate the sensitivity of 
improvements at the Agate Pass bridge that may be combine with other alternative if proved 
beneficial. 

The remainder of this section describes each alternative in detail. These include physical 
characteristics such as alignment, street improvements, station locations, park-and-ride facilities, 
as well as operating characteristics and capital and operating costs. The No Action alternative 
essentially details the corridor’s existing traffic and transit operating condition as well as planned 
improvements if no alternative modal or capital intensive operating change were implemented. 

5.1. Alternative 1:  No Action 

5.1.1. Overview 

According to the Federal Transit Administration, the No Action or No Build Alternative serves as 
the baseline for developing alternatives for the SR 305 corridor. The No Action Alternative 
consists of the existing highway and transit networks, plus committed improvements from the 
region’s Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). It is instructive for bus rapid transit 
development alternatives to be evaluated against the No Action Option, which includes projects 
listed in regional transportation plans likely to be built, and all reasonable service improvements in 
the corridor. 

The No Action Alternative relies on the current Kitsap Transit (KT) service, expanded over time as 
feasible given currently planned programs and funding sources. The Kitsap Transit 2005 – 2011 
Transit Development Plan (TDP) indicates that very little transit service expansion is expected 
during the 6-year period. A small increase (2 percent) in service in urban core hours is identified 
for 2009 and similar, but unspecified increases are specified for the remaining years of the plan. 
Over the long term, KT expects sales tax revenues, the primary source of operations funding, to 
increase roughly five percent per year. Additional operating resources available from these 
increases are likely to be eroded by labor and fuel cost increases, and cannot be assumed as 
direct funding sources needed to address the dramatic increase in service needed to meet 
projected corridor demand over the next 25 years. 

 



S R  3 0 5  C o r r i d o r  E n h a n c e d  T r a n s i t  P r o j e c t  

D R A F T  A l t e r n a t i v e s  A n a l y s i s  T e c h n i c a l  S t u d y  R e p o r t  

K I T S A P  T R A N S I T  
 
 

Page 32  Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. 

5.1.2. Physical Characteristics 

Roadway System Conditions 

The SR 305 corridor is part of Washington’s principal arterial system, connecting the Seattle 
urban area with the central and northern parts of Kitsap County.  As seen in Figure 5-1, existing 
intersection designs throughout the corridor vary, while the corridor is generally a two lane 
highway, with one travel lane in each direction for its entire length. This typical cross-section is 
displayed in Figure 5-2. The following are the exceptions: 

 Two lanes in each direction south of Winslow Way at the Bainbridge Island ferry terminal 

 Two northbound lanes from Winslow Way to High School Road merging to one lane north 
of the intersection 

 A center two way left turn lane in various segments of the corridor (existing, under 
construction, and planned) 

 Two lanes in each direction through Poulsbo from the Hostmark vicinity to Highway 3 with 
the outer lanes are designated for HOV priority use 

 Intersection left and right turn lanes at various locations 

In addition, intersection design varies significantly by location, which is also displayed in Figure 
5-1. The roadway and transit improvements slated for the corridor are guided by the regional 
transportation improvement programs including the Puget Sound Regional Council TIP and the 
Kitsap Transit 2005 – 2011 Transit Development Plan. The projects detailed within these plans 
form the assumptions for the No Action Alternative. The following sections identify the planned 
improvements along the SR 305 corridor and describe the existing roadway environment and 
transit service amenities. 

Posted speed limits along the corridor range between 30 mph in core city areas and 55 mph on 
more rural stretches of the highway. Access management classifications vary throughout the 
corridor, with the most restrictive being applied on Bainbridge Island. 

Existing right-of-way (ROW) plans available from the Washington State Department of 
Transportation for the SR 305 corridor indicate that the ROW varies throughout the 13.5 mile 
length.  This variation in the existing ROW width accommodates drainage features and slopes, 
roadway approaches, intersection widening, bridges, and other features. Generally the existing 
ROW width ranges from 150 feet to 200 feet throughout the length of the corridor.  The ROW at 
the Agate Pass crossing is 200 feet, reducing to 120 feet wide at the casino side of the bridge. 
Other locations in the Port Madison Indian Reservation segment of the corridor are also 120 feet, 
with some narrower sections at approximately 100 to 110 feet. 
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Figure 5-1 No Action Alternative Corridor Overview 
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Figure 5-2 Typical No Action Cross Section 

 
 

 

Physically constraining conditions such as steep slopes that drop or rise on either side of the 
roadway edge becomes a limiting factor when considering the potential for roadway expansion or 
grade separation.  Steep ravines and stream corridors cross the ROW in many locations from 
Bainbridge Island to SR 3.  In these locations, the topography drops dramatically from the edges 
of the roadway and additional transit in outside lanes would need to be on structures (bridges) in 
these areas. 

WSDOT completed the SR 305 widening project between south Poulsbo city limits and Bond 
Road in 2008.  The project added two new traffic lanes (one in each direction) designed as high 
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes during peak commute hours on weekdays and as general-
purpose lanes off-peak and on weekends. In addition, turning lanes were improved at Bond 
Road, Forest Rock Lane, Liberty Road, Lincoln Drive, and Hostmark Street. The City completed 
improvements to Viking Way in 2010 and is currently studying potential improvement options for 
Noll Road (both connecting streets to the SR 305 Corridor). 

The City of Bainbridge Island Public Works Department is preparing for the replacement of 
utilities under Winslow Way from SR 305 to Grow Avenue. The sewer, water and storm drainage 
systems are in extreme disrepair. Since fixing these utilities will require extensive digging and 
trenching, some safety improvements and a limited set of public amenities will be incorporated 
when the street and sidewalks are reconstructed as part of the project. The project is currently in 
the design phase. 
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Transit System Conditions 

Stop Locations and Access 

Of all the existing transit stops located along the SR 305 corridor, most are identified by a sign 
with no formal improvements such as sidewalks or pathways, benches or furnishings or shelters.  
There are shelters with benches available at the Poulsbo Transfer Center and in Suquamish near 
the Masi Shop and the Casino.  However, for the most part the service accommodations at stops 
(from Poulsbo to Suquamish and cross-island) are rustic, in keeping with the rural, undeveloped 
nature of much of the corridor. Transit stops are generally not lighted beyond the standard lighting 
along the corridor, and access to transit stops can be challenging given the lack of existing 
sidewalks and pathways and minimal intersection treatments for pedestrians like crosswalks, lack 
of pedestrian signals, etc.  In winter, when daylight hours are short, transit riders often walk to 
and stand at stops in the dark in the early morning and late afternoon/early evening hours.  There 
are no bicycle racks or storage facilities along the corridor with the exception of the Bike Barn 
near the Bainbridge Island ferry terminal, a major bike station facility for cyclists who ride to the 
ferry terminal and leave their bikes at the barn for the day. 

Vehicles 

A variety of buses are operated by Kitsap Transit currently on the SR 305 corridor. New energy 
efficient buses with bicycle carrying capacity are used on the route between Poulsbo and the ferry 
terminal. All on-island buses are small – including five 30’ Orion (31 passenger capacity) and four 
27’ International (23 passenger) buses. Off-island routes use larger 40’ Gillig (44 passenger) 
buses.  

KT’s 2005 – 2011 Transit Development Plan states that the current fleet of small buses (26 – 28 
feet) will be replaced by 2011. The purpose of these replacements is not to increase vehicle 
capacity, but to modernize the fleet. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems 

Kitsap Transit does not currently employ any intelligent transportation system (ITS) features along 
the SR 305 corridor. The 2005 – 2011 Transit Development Plan does not indicate that the 
agency will add these features to the corridor in the near future. As traffic conditions worsen, this 
will significantly impact transit’s service reliability, operating speeds, and in turn ridership. 

Park & Ride Facilities 

 

Figure 5-3 details the current and no-build Park & Ride capacity and recent occupancy levels in 
the corridor. There are currently a total of 628 Park & Ride stalls available in the SR 305 corridor. 
The Existing Transit Services map (Figure 5-5) shows the location of Park & Ride lots within the 
SR 305 corridor with current capacity.  
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Figure 5-3 North Kitsap Park & Ride Capacity and Occupancy (August 2006) 

Park & Ride Lot Routes Served 
2010 

Capacity 

2010 
Sample 

Occupancy 

2010 
Occupancy 

Rate 

2006 
Occupancy 

Rate 

Agate Pass 90, 91, Vanpool 80 71 89% N/A 

American Legion Post #172  98 24 7 29% 29% 

Bayside Church Vanpool 220 41 19% N/A 

Bethany Lutheran Church 95 110 90 82% 56%1 

Christ Memorial Church 33, 90, Vanpool 138 137 99% 96% 

George's Corner 91, Vanpool 225 114 51%  

JRO (Poulsbo Junction) South 
33.43,90, Vanpool 

24 17 71% 
81% 

JRO (Poulsbo Junction) North 11 11 100% 

Liberty Bay Presb. Church 90,92 90 17 19% 42%2 

Nazarene Church 90 100 37 37% 33% 

North Kitsap Baptist Church 90 56 31 55% 25%3 

St. Charles Episcopal Church 90 9 1 11% 25% 

Suquamish Comm. Church 91, 92, Vanpool 56 47 84% N/A 

Total  1143 621 54%  

Source: KT North Kitsap Park & Ride survey – January 2010 and August 2006  

1Bethany Lutheran lot expanded from 67 spaces in 2006 

2Liberty Bay lot expanded from 25 spaces in 2006 

3North Kitsap Baptist lot expanded from 14 spaces in 2006 

 

Storage and Maintenance Facilities 

The primary Kitsap Transit maintenance and operations facility is at 200 Charleston Boulevard, 
Bremerton. KT also bases vehicles and operators at a new, permanent North Base at the 
intersection of Viking Way North and Vetter Road in Poulsbo. 

Passenger Only Ferry Investment Plan 

Proposed passenger only ferry (POF) service between Kingston and Seattle responds to an 
identified priority transportation and land-use need to reduce traffic on SR 305. The Kitsap Transit 
POF Investment Plan states that POF service from Kingston ―removes the need for four lanes as 
well as the need for an additional bridge on that route and it reduces the negative impact of SR 
305 on Bainbridge Island.‖ Kitsap Transit had hoped to re-start the Kingston-Seattle service in 
mid to late 2007 and programmed funds in the previous TDP. But in February 2007, a proposition 
to increase sales tax in support of POF service did not receive a sufficient level of support by 
voters.  

5.1.3. Operating Characteristics 

The No Action Alternative assumes the continuing of Kitsap Transit’s existing service along the 
SR 305 corridor. Kitsap Transit (KT) operates 12 fixed-route bus lines in the study area as 
identified in Figure 5-4 and Figure 5-5. This includes the ten peak period routes that effectively 
carry commuters into and out of the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal (Routes 33, 91, 93, 94, 95, 



S R  3 0 5  C o r r i d o r  E n h a n c e d  T r a n s i t  P r o j e c t  

D R A F T  A l t e r n a t i v e s  A n a l y s i s  T e c h n i c a l  S t u d y  R e p o r t  

K I T S A P  T R A N S I T  
 
 

Page 37  Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. 

96, 97, 98, 99, and 106), one all day service route (Route 90), and Route 92 which provides 
service 10 hours a day.  

The Kitsap Transit 2009 – 2015 Transit Development Plan (TDP) indicates that there will be no 
transit service expansion during the six-year period. A small increase (8% over 2009 levels) in 
system revenue hours is identified by 2011. Over the long term, KT expects sales tax revenues, 
the primary source of operations funding, to increase roughly four percent per year starting in 
2011. These increases are likely to be eroded by labor and fuel cost increases, and are identified 
for service preservation, not expansion. 

Kitsap Transit provides connections with Jefferson Transit at the Poulsbo Transfer Center and 
with WSF service at the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal. The identified routes primarily serve 
the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal, where 12 KT routes terminate. Ten routes only operate 
during the peak commute times on weekdays, providing service for the rush of commuters using 
the ferry system. Route 90 to Poulsbo serves the entire SR 305 corridor all day, six days a week. 
This route carries half of the daily ridership in the corridor and over a third of the ridership on 
ferry-based routes. As illustrated in Figure 5-4 and Figure 5-5, Route 90 also serves a number of 
Park & Ride lots en route to the ferry terminal.  

Kitsap Transit provides timed connections at the ferry terminal, with buses arriving either five or 
ten minutes after ferry arrival times. Three of the routes serving the terminal (Routes 90, 91 and 
94) provide multiple trips per ferry arrival, bringing the maximum number of buses per landing to 
15 at the peak of the peak period.
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Figure 5-4 Service Characteristics for Planned Study Area Transit Service 

Route 

Average Daily Ridership (2008) 
SR 305 
Service 

Ferry 
Service 

Park & Rides Served Service Span*  
Midday 
Service 

Frequency 

Peak 
Period 
Service 

Frequency 
Weekday Saturday Sunday 

90 – Poulsbo / 
Bainbridge 

1,142**  137 86***   

Agate Pass, Liberty Bay 
Church, Christ Memorial, NK 
Baptist, St. Charles Church, 
Poulsbo Nazarene, Poulsbo 
Junction 

4:40 AM – 8:30 PM 16 hours 35 – 50 min 45 – 60 min 

91 – Kingston / 
Bainbridge 

418     George’s Corners, Suquamish 
4:40 – 8:45 AM 
2:45 – 8:30 PM 

10 hours N/A 45 – 60 min 

92 – Kingston / 
Poulsbo 

114***     Suquamish 8:30 AM– 5:00 PM 
8 ½ 

hours 
60 min 60 min 

93 – Manzanita 
145     Island Church 

4:40 – 8:30 AM 
3:40  - 8:00 PM 

8 ½ 
hours 

N/A 45 – 60 min 

94 – Agate Point 
141      

5:30 – 8:30 AM 
3:30 – 8:30 PM 

8 hours N/A 45 – 60 min 

95 – Battle Point 
149     Bethany Christian 

4:40 – 8:30 AM 
3:40 – 8:00 PM 

8 ½ 
hours 

N/A 45 – 60 min 

96 – Sunrise 
131      

4:30 – 8:30 AM 
3:40 – 8:00 PM 

8 ½ 
hours 

N/A 45 – 60 min 

97 – Crystal Springs 
153      

4:30 – 8:30 AM 
3:40 – 8:00 PM 

8 ½ 
hours 

N/A 45 – 60 min 

98 – Fort Ward 
150     American Legion 

4:40 – 8:30 AM 
3:40 – 8:00 PM 

8 ½ 
hours 

N/A 45 – 60 min 

99 – Bill Point 
116      

4:30 – 8:30 AM 
3:40 – 8:00 PM 

8 ½ 
hours 

N/A 45 – 60 min 

106 – Fletcher Bay 
125      

4:40 – 8:30 AM 
3:40 – 8:00 PM 

8 ½ 
hours 

N/A 45 – 60 min 

Total Daily 
Ridership 

3,007 
         

Total SR 305 Route 
Ridership 

2,089 
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Route 

Average Daily Ridership (2008) 
SR 305 
Service 

Ferry 
Service 

Park & Rides Served Service Span*  
Midday 
Service 

Frequency 

Peak 
Period 
Service 

Frequency 
Weekday Saturday Sunday 

Total Ferry Route 
Ridership 

2,893 
         

Source: Kitsap Transit Monthly Report October 2008; Fall 2008 Ridecheck Results conducted by Nelson\Nygaard 

*  Bolded times indicate that route offers peak service only 

**  Included within this figure is ridership from Route 33 (156 daily boardings) as it feeds into Route 90 (986 daily boardings). Ridership data for Route 33 is from Kitsap Transit Monthly Report October 2008. 

***  Route 90 Sunday service has since been eliminated 
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Figure 5-5 Existing Study Area Transit Services 
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5.1.4. Capital Improvements 

The No Action Alternative assumes a series of capital costs needed to meet the need of projected 
transportation demand. Capital costs include transit facility improvements and general roadway 
and streetscape improvements and reconstruction. This section details each improvement 
affecting transit operations along the SR 305 corridor. According to the Puget Sound Regional 
Council’s Amended 2010 – 2013 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for Kitsap County 
and the 2009 – 2015 Kitsap Transit Development Plan (TDP), there are roughly $36,800,000 in 
transit improvements and roadway reconstruction projects within the study area. The following list 
shows the projects relevant to the corridor and organizes them by transit improvements and 
roadway construction: 

Identified Transit Improvements 

The Kitsap Transit 2009 – 2015 Transit Development Plan (April 2010) (TDP) identifies a few 
capital improvements in the corridor. The TDP specifies the purchase of property for a park-and-
ride expansion at SR 305 and SR 3 (Viking Way Park & Ride) in Poulsbo in 2011. The new Park 
& Ride was previously programmed with $600,000 in 2006 and 2007 and will add up to 300 new 
spaces. This will be expansion capacity and is not scheduled to replace any existing Park & Ride 
facilities.  

In addition, Kitsap Transit has indicated they are replacing the larger routed buses used in the SR 
305 corridor with double-decker buses.  These vehicles have a seated capacity of 83 and room 
for approximately 30 standees. The unit cost for these is approximately $750,000.  These costs 
will be used as part of the evaluation of alternatives as the BRT alternatives will assume the use 
of identical vehicles and each build alternative will reflect any increase in fleet size as part of the 
evaluation. 

Identified Roadway Improvements 

Two roadway construction and streetscape projects are listed in the PSRC 2010 – 2013 TIP. A 
short description of each project follows. 

1. Winslow Way / SR 305 Streetscape Improvements ($11,900,000)—Street, sidewalk, and 
stormwater drainage improvements will be made along Winslow Way between SR 305 
and Madison Avenue as part of the ―Winslow Tomorrow‖ Plan.  

2. Noll Road Roadway Improvements ($5,600,000)—Include road widening and/or 
construction of new lanes and the installation of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on Noll 
Road between SR 305 and Lincoln Road. 

It should be noted that the stated costs for transit and roadway improvements will be carried out 
even if additional transit capacity and service transit is not developed along the SR 305 corridor. 

5.1.5. Operating Costs 

The metric for evaluation regarding operating cost is operating cost per vehicle service hour (or 
revenue hour). As stated earlier, there will be little transit service expansion in the next five to six 
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years. The No Action Alternative service hours are assumed to remain constant at 90,000 hours5, 
adjusting for any potential service cuts in the near future.  

Evaluation of the alternatives will use the most recent cost per hour figure ($152 per hour)6 and 
compare the current route 90 service to BRT operation in the corridor.  Under these assumptions, 
the No Action Alternative has an operating cost of $1,674,0007 

5.2. Common Features of the Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives 

The following sections detail the range of options to develop Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) along the 
SR 305 corridor. The choice to pursue Bus Rapid Transit responds to the results of the SR 305 
Corridor Vision Study Tier II screening. See Sections 3 and 4 of this report for details on the 
narrowing of transit improvement options for the SR305 corridor. In the subsequent sections, four 
different BRT alternatives with a range of design options and operating features are defined. The 
BRT alternatives being weighed include: 

 BRT with Exclusive Reversible Center Lane (Alternative 2) 

 BRT with Select Intersection Improvements (Alternative 3) 

 BRT with Dedicated Northbound Transit (HOV) Lane (Alternative 4) 

 BRT with Agate Pass Bridge Access Improvements (Alternative 5) 

Although these alternatives include different operational characteristics and levels of capital 
investment, several elements of BRT operation remain constant through each alternative. This 
section identifies these common elements and discusses them in further detail. Definitions of the 
BRT modal alternatives (Sections 5.3 through 5.6) only account for the unique features of each 
alternative that deviate from the elements in this section.  

5.2.1. Alignment 

Bus Rapid Transit will operate along SR 305 between SR 3 (northern terminus) and the 
Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal (southern terminus). All other route alignment alternatives were 
evaluated and dismissed due to operating inefficiencies and local impacts (See Section 3.2).  

5.2.2. Station Locations, Characteristics, Costs 

Station Locations 

Eight BRT stations are envisioned along SR 305 corridor for all BRT alternatives. Figure 5-6 lists 
each of the station stops and provides station characteristics and issues related to passenger 
access and egress. The station placement strategy is to limit the number of stations to allow for 
direct or very limited stop service, while maintaining enough geographic dispersion of stations 
and associated Park & Ride facilities to provide all corridor users relatively easy access.  

                                                 
5
 Kitsap Transit Transit Development Plan (2009), 2009 revenue vehicle hours and operating expenses 

6
 Kitsap Transit Transit Development Plan (2009) 

7
 Based on 56 one-way weekday trips (251 Weekdays per year) and 12 one-way Saturday trips (52 Saturdays per 

year) and 90 minute average cycle times. 
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Figure 5-6 Stop Locations for All BRT Alternatives 

Location Station Characteristics 

Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal  Ferry terminal station; off-street passenger facilities. 

High School Road & SR 305 In-corridor passenger facilities; no Park & Ride. 

Sportsman Road & SR 305 In-corridor passenger facilities; no Park & Ride. 

Day Road & SR 305 
Park & Ride facility with either in-corridor or off-street passenger facilities; 
In-corridor passenger facilities could require pedestrian access 
improvements. 

Suquamish Way & SR 305 Park & Ride facility with off-street passenger facilities. 

Hostmark Street & SR 305 
Park & Ride facility with off-street passenger facilities; This facility will be a 
consolidation of the Liberty Bay Park & Ride and a new facility south of 
Hostmark. 

Bond Road & SR 305 In-corridor boarding platforms; no Park & Ride. 

Viking Way Park & Ride Park & Ride facility with off-street passenger facilities. 

 

For all BRT alternatives, the average stop spacing is roughly 1.5 miles, which allows for optimal 
travel speeds between stations. The longer station spacing are between Day Road and 
Suquamish Way (roughly 3 miles) and Hostmark (roughly 4 miles), while the shortest station 
spacing is between the Hostmark Park & Ride and the Poulsbo Transfer Center (less than ½-
mile). Figure 5-7 illustrates the location of BRT stations and their adjoining Park & Ride lots. 
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Figure 5-7 BRT Station Locations 

  



S R  3 0 5  C o r r i d o r  E n h a n c e d  T r a n s i t  P r o j e c t  

D R A F T  A l t e r n a t i v e s  A n a l y s i s  T e c h n i c a l  S t u d y  R e p o r t  

K I T S A P  T R A N S I T  
 
 

Page 45  Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. 

Station Design 

Stations are the first-line interface between passengers and BRT service. By enhancing stop 
amenities and aesthetics, BRT is easily identified as a premium service. Due to BRT operating on 
high-demand corridors and greater stop spacing, BRT stations offer a maximized level of 
passenger amenities and comfort. Station design elements can include: 

 

Common BRT Station Amenities 

Shelters and awnings (open or enclosed) Signage and station beacons 

Seating and leaning rails Windscreens and heated shelters 

System map and route schedule Public art 

Real-time arrival displays Pedestrian lighting 

Ticket vending machines (TVM) Emergency call boxes, CCTV monitoring 

 

Another defining characteristic of BRT stations is high curb design, which allows for low-floor 
vehicles to seamlessly dock to station platforms and facilitate smooth boarding and alighting 
movements. Station platforms can also be extended length-wise to allow for simultaneous 
docking. An added feature of some stations that aids in minimizing dwell time is assigned berths 
(usually coinciding with precision docking technology). Designated berths are distinguished with 
by pavement color, guard rails, and/or detectable warning placement.  

Pedestrian access to stations is largely defined by the station arrangement. Stations generally 
offer a range of tactile surfaces (i.e. ADA-compliant ―detectable warnings‖), access ramps, and 
protective railing. However, if the service is operated along a dedicated median, a greater level of 
investment is needed to ensure safe mid-block and/or intersection crossings into BRT stations; 
this includes crosswalks, warning signage, and landscaped median refuges. This is on top of 
general universal design (ADA) features that are typically provided at stations. 

Park & Ride access is also an important design consideration because they provide access to 
those that would like to use the service, but live outside of a comfortable walking or bicycling 
distance from a BRT line. As detailed in Figure 5-6 and Figure 5-7 five of the BRT stations will 
have Park & Ride facilities associated with them. 

Station Configuration 

The station configuration (median versus curbside) depends on the running way alignment used 
for each alternative. As detailed in Figure 5-8, typical BRT services utilize curbside platforms for 
both mixed traffic operation and dedicated transit lanes. The two-way curbside platform 
configuration option is common among all but one alternative (Alternative 2—explained in detail in 
Section 5.3.2). 

In general, BRT vehicles access stations at the far-side of the intersection. Depending on the 
intersection configuration, non-peak BRT vehicles pass through the intersection using either a 
general purpose travel through lane or a shared queue jump/right-turn lane. Station platforms 
could be designed to accommodate multiple vehicles. Using the BRT Operating Plan described in 
Section 5.2.6, stations that serve the Short and Mid Lines will need to accommodate multiple 
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vehicles at the same time.8 Given these needs, all Short and Mid Line stops would offer 120-foot 
platform lengths to allow for dual berths (all stations south of Suquamish Way).9 The Long Line 
stations beyond Christ Memorial Park & Ride in Poulsbo would offer 70-foot platforms. 

In addition, platforms would be designed for in-line docking with 14-inch curb heights. Each 
station would also include at least one 15-foot ADA-compliant pedestrian ramp. 

  

                                                 
8
 The Short and Mid Line Service would be interlined with the Long Line options, which afford this section of the 

corridor higher service frequency to maximize capacity at ferry arrivals/departures. 
9
 120-foot platform lengths assume that the mixed traffic and northbound transit lane alternatives have roughly 130 feet 

of space allotted for transit stations. 
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Figure 5-8 Typical BRT Conceptual Station Cross-Section for Side Platforms 

 
 

Station Costs 

Capital costs for BRT station development highly depends on service quality goals envisioned for 
the corridor (i.e. levels of comfort, reliability, station access, security, and information). BRT 
stations typically require a higher level of investment than traditional bus stops in order to present 
itself as a high quality service. The cost of constructing curb-loading stations is far less expensive 
than a median station because of the required investments in pedestrian access and ADA 
requirements. 

Basic BRT stations that do not include any of the enhanced passenger amenities seen in FULL 
BRT stations may range between $25,000 and $35,000. At-grade BRT stations that mirror rail 
stations necessitate a higher level of investment usually in the range of $100,000 and $2 million.10

  
ITS features such as off-board fare collection, precision docking, and real-time arrival displays 
(which require automatic vehicle location software and GPS) are additional costs that can drive 
up a station’s price tag. A general cost estimate that encompasses a variety of passenger 
amenities, pedestrian access and enhanced boarding features, ITS, and canopies is $250,000.11 
This figure will be used in the capital costs sections below.  

5.2.3. Vehicle Characteristics 

BRT vehicles can vary from a basic 40-foot transit coach to a technologically advanced double 
articulated low-floor vehicle that looks similar to a rail vehicle. Modern double-decker buses 
provide for higher capacities in situations where bus bay lengths are limited. Double-decker 
buses do require greater than 14 feet of vertical clearance which may be a barrier to use in some 
applications. Kitsap Transit is likely to procure double-decker buses even under the No Action 
alternative and the final Bainbridge Island ferry terminal design will have to accommodate their 
height requirements. Figure 5-9 weighs the characteristics and design features of different types 
of specialized BRT vehicles.  

                                                 
10

 TCRP, Kong et al., Nelson\Nygaard 
11

 FTA Characteristics of Bus Rapid Transit (2009) 
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Advanced BRT vehicles can be equipped with technology such as precision docking systems and 
on-board passenger information displays. Loading capacity of a single BRT vehicle can vary 
depending upon the type of vehicle used. Maximum capacities on standard buses carry up to 40 
seated passengers, articulated buses carry between 60 and 80 seated passengers, and double 
articulated or double-decker buses carry upwards of 100 seated passengers (See Figure 5-9). 
Double-decker vehicles with a seated capacity of 83 and room for approximately 30 standees, 
costing $750,000 each will be assumed when evaluating the alternatives. 

.
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Figure 5-9 BRT Vehicle Characteristics 
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5.2.4. Future Park & Ride Locations and Capacity 

Kitsap Transit currently has a number of Park & Ride facilities adjacent to or near SR 305. The 
transit Park & Ride strategy is to consolidate smaller lots into larger facilities, especially in the 
Poulsbo area. Unless explicitly stated otherwise, this Park & Ride strategy is in addition to the 
existing parking supply. Appendix E presents Park & Ride demand analysis. Figure 5-10 allocates 
these stalls between five proposed Park & Ride facilities slated along SR 305.  

Figure 5-10 Park & Ride Demand (2030) 

Park & Ride Location Stalls 
Required 
for Build 

Alternative 

Available in 
the No 
Action 

Needed to 
Construct 
via Build 

Alternative 

SR 3 (Viking Way) 174 250 0 

Liberty Bay 90 90 0 

Hostmark 229 0 229 

Casino/Suquamish Way 166 0 166 

Day Road 179 0 179 

Total 838 340 574 

 

Day Road 

This new Park & Ride facility would be located near the intersection of Day Road and SR 305. 
Although no specific location has been identified, this facility should be located as close to SR 
305 as possible. Depending on the configuration and location of the Park & Ride, additional 
pedestrian treatments may be required at this location to ensure safe access to and from the 
station stops. This facility should be designed to allow for expansion, assuming that this would be 
the primary Park & Ride location for North Bainbridge. By 2030, the Park & Ride demand in this 
area is estimated at 179 stalls. 

Clearwater Casino / Suquamish Way 

Through a partnership with the Suquamish Tribe, this facility could be located in either the casino 
surface or structured parking facility. There is ample room on both sides of the corridor to 
accommodate bus bays. Pedestrian access from the north side of the corridor is an important 
issue that would need to be resolved with a grade separated pedestrian crossing. By 2030, the 
Park & Ride demand in this area is estimated to be roughly 166 stalls. 

Hostmark Road 

This existing Park & Ride facility at Liberty Bay is expected to remain to accommodate future 
Park & Ride demand. Currently, this 90-space facility utilizes the Presbyterian Church lot at 
Harrison & SR 305. The long term vision for the corridor includes a new facility south of 
Hostmark. This facility will provide a primary stop for the all BRT service alternatives and allow 
Kitsap Transit to consolidate existing Park & Ride facilities scattered throughout Poulsbo. By 
2030, Park & Ride demand in southern Poulsbo is estimated to be 319 stalls; split 91 and 228 
between the Liberty Bay and South of Hostmark locations, respectively. 
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SR 3 (Viking Way) 

This new Park & Ride will be east of the intersection of SR 305 and SR 3 at the northeast corner 
of SR 305 and Viking Way. The facility should be able to accommodate the expected demand of 
roughly 174 stalls by 2030. 

5.2.5. Storage and Maintenance Requirements 

Rubber-tired/BRT alternatives require less investment in storage and maintenance facilities than 
fixed guideway options; however, a BRT system will require additional covered storage space 
and possibly new maintenance equipment and facilities. Facility needs are highly dependent on 
vehicle size and propulsion type. If vehicles with standard diesel drive are chosen, maintenance 
can be performed in existing bus facilities. Other propulsion options will require upgrades. For the 
purposes of the Alternatives Analysis, it is assumed that the North Kitsap Maintenance Base 
would handle the maintenance and storage needs of a BRT operation along SR 305. 

5.2.6. BRT Operating Plan 

The proposed BRT operating plan meets the peak period ferries with multiple buses and reduces 
transit travel time to North Kitsap by providing limited stop operation during the peak periods.  
The following sections detail this overlay of Long, Mid and Short lines (illustrated in Figure 5-12) 
to provide this additional capacity and express services.  The BRT Alternatives supersede service 
on existing Route 90, while all other local fixed route and Worker/Driver service remains the 
same.  Service characteristics for each line are provided in Figure 5-11. 

Long Line 

The Long Line would travel the full corridor from the Bainbridge Island ferry terminal to the Viking 
Way Park & Ride in Poulsbo. The Long Line would actually include two services: 

 Long Line (All Stops).  This line would operate throughout the day. Because this line 
would serve all stations along the corridor, additional time has been added to account for 
dwell times. The Long Line all stop service would essentially provide an enhanced version 
of the current Route 90 service. 

 Long Line (Limited Stops).  This line would operate only during the AM and PM peak 
periods. Two buses would meet every ferry landing during this period to accommodate 
demand. This line would make the following stops: 

– Bainbridge Island ferry terminal 

– Day Road Park & Ride 

– Suquamish Park & Ride 

– Poulsbo Transfer Center 

– Viking Way Park & Ride 

Mid Line 

The Mid Line would operate only during the AM and PM peak periods and travel from the 
Bainbridge Island ferry terminal to the Poulsbo Transfer Center. This line would serve the same 
five stations as the limited stop Long Line as well as the Poulsbo Hostmark Park & Ride facilities. 
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Depending on the distribution of Park & Ride demand certain peak trips may travel direct to 
specific Park & Rides rather than making multiple stops. One bus would meet every ferry landing 
during the peak periods. 

Short Line 

The Short Line would provide additional peak period service on Bainbridge Island operating 
between the Bainbridge Island ferry terminal and the Suquamish Road Park & Ride. This line 
would serve all five stops in this segment of the corridor. One bus would meet each ferry landing 
during peak periods. 

Span and Frequency of Service 

Figure 5-11 summarizes the 18-hour span of service for weekday operation for the Long Line – 
All Stop service.  This is reduced to 12 hours on weekends.  The limited stop lines operate for two 
four-hour peak periods on weekdays.  The all-day line provides a base 30-minute service on 
weekdays and this is overlaid with an additional four BRT trips per peak period ferry landing.  The 
all-day line provides 60-minute frequency of service on Saturdays. 

Note that these operating parameters represent the preferred BRT operating plan.  These values 
may change if the final transit user benefits and ridership estimates indicate that the identified 
level of service is too high or low. 

Figure 5-11 BRT Operating Plan Characteristics 

Characteristics 
Long Line 
(All Stops) 

Long Line 
(Limited 

Stop) Mid Line Short Line 

Stops Served     

Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal  X X X X 

High School Road & SR 305 X   X 

Sportsman Road & SR 305 X   X 

Day Road & SR 305 X X X X 

Suquamish Way & SR 305 X X X X 

Hostmark Street & SR 305  X  X  

Poulsbo Transfer Center X X X  

Bond Road & SR 305 X    

Viking Way  X X   

Level of Service     

Weekday Span of Service 
4:30 AM – 
10:30 PM 

AM and PM 
peak periods 

AM and PM 
peak periods 

AM and PM 
peak periods 

Saturday Span of Service 
9:00 AM – 
6:00 PM 

   

Weekday Frequency of Service 30 min 2 per ferry 1 per ferry 1 per ferry 

Saturday Frequency of Service 60 min    

Note: Peak periods are from 4:30 to 8:30 AM and from 3:30 to 7:30 PM 
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Figure 5-12 BRT Operating Concept 
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5.2.7. Operating Costs 

Figure 5-13 summarizes the base BRT operating costs for each line. Annual operating costs are 
assumed to be $152 per service hour12.  The number of vehicles in service accounts for expected 
round trip transit travel times during each time period.  Sections 5.3 through 5.6 adjust the vehicle 
counts and resulting revenue hours and costs for alternatives that require additional travel time 
based on their level of speed and reliability improvements.  

Note that these operating costs represent the preferred BRT operating plan, initial travel time 
estimates and transit demand projections.  These values may change if the final transit user 
benefits, ridership or travel time estimates indicate that the identified level of service to too high or 
low and/or additional vehicles are required to meet demand and traffic conditions. 

Figure 5-13 Operating Costs 

 

Long Line  
(All Stops)  

Long Line 
(Ltd Stops) Mid Line Short Line Total 

Weekdays      

Span (hours per day) 18 8 8 8 
 

Vehicles in Service 3 4 2 1 
 

Annual Revenue Hours 13,550 8,030 4,020 2,010 27,610 

Annual Operating Costs $2,060,000 $1,221,000 $611,000 $306,000 $4,197,000 

Weekends 
     

Span (hours per day) 12 
    

Vehicles in Service 2 
    

Annual Revenue Hours 1,250 
   

1,250 

Annual Operating Costs $190,000 
   

$190,000 

Total 
     

Annual Revenue Hours 14,800 8,030 4,020 2,010 28,860 

Annual Operating Costs $2,250,000 $1,221,000 $611,000 $306,000 $4,387,000 

Note: Assumes an hourly operating cost of $152, 251 weekdays per year and 52 Saturdays per year.  Extra buses are in service on the Long 
Line, Ltd Stops and Mid Line service as buses cannot cycle fast enough to meet current peak ferry landings. 

 

5.2.8. Common Capital Costs of BRT Alternatives 

Planning level cost estimates were developed to reflect the costs for developing the BRT corridor. 
The estimated costs for BRT capital improvements common amongst Alternatives 2 through 5 are 
summarized in Figure 5-14. Sections 5.3 through 5.6 provide more detailed cost figures specific 
to each Alternative; these detailed cost estimates build upon the common cost estimates listed 
below. The costs for a project of this size can vary considerably depending on desired features, 
safety and operational controls and mitigation requirements. Estimates in this section are order of 
magnitude and are all provided in 2010 dollars. 

A number of key components determine the cost of bus rapid transit in the SR 305 corridor. 
These include: 

                                                 
12

 Kitsap Transit Transit Development Plan (2009), 2009 revenue vehicle hours and operating expenses 
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 Intersection Improvements.  This includes various intersection improvements that 
ensure transit speed and reliability. On Bainbridge Island, this includes reconfiguration of 
the intersection to incorporate the center transit lane with station stops on the far side of 
each intersection. North of Agate Pass, different intersection treatments are 
recommended, including components such as queue jump lanes to get around congested 
intersections and/or transit signal priority. Specific costs by intersection are provided in 
each alternative’s respective capital cost section and are left out of Figure 5-14. 

 Stations.  Station costs include an in-line platform that can accommodate approximately 
three transit vehicles, as well as passenger amenities such as shelters, benches, trash 
receptacles, etc. Stations are assumed to have similar facilities on both sides of the SR 
305 corridor, unless located at a Park & Ride facility. For the purposes of this study, an 
estimated cost of $250,000 per station is used, which assumes 70-foot platforms suitable 
for single loaded vehicle bays. The Bainbridge Island ferry terminal and Poulsbo Transfer 
Center stations would be designed to handle higher volumes of buses, including local 
route vehicles. The Reversible Center Lane Alternative (Alternative 2) requires additional 
stations to accommodate non-peak direction service as well as capacity to accommodate 
two BRT vehicles, which will be reflected in Section 5.3.4.  

 Park & Ride.  Costs associated with Park & Ride lots include only the cost per stall and 
do not include property acquisition costs. Based on costs of other Park & Ride facilities in 
the Puget Sound area and national averages, an estimated cost for a surface parking 
facility is $3,750 per stall. Structured parking facility costs are not provided as they are 
currently a cost prohibitive parking strategy. Per Figure 5-10, 574 parking spaces will need 
to be constructed out for the build alternatives 

 Vehicles.  Vehicle costs assume the use of 83-seat double-decker vehicles. A cost 
estimate of $750,000 is used—a mid-range estimate for vehicles of this type. Transit 
system priority software and equipment are added to account for the ITS needs for the 
corridor.  If Kitsap Transit procures the double-decker buses for current operations, the 
number of new vehicles required will be reduced significantly.  According to the BRT 
Operating Plan, 10 double-decker vehicles will be needed for all lines.  Five of the double-
decker buses to be procured from the current Route 90 service should be available for 
BRT service under the build alternatives.  Therefore, five additional vehicles plus one 
spare, or a total of six are used when determining the common BRT capital costs.   

 Engineering and Contingency Costs.  These costs factor in the required planning and 
engineering of capital improvements related to BRT operation and provide flexibility for 
change during the construction phase. 

 Marketing / Signage / Startup Costs.  This one-time cost includes all necessary 
marketing, identity and signage related to BRT in the corridor. A high-level estimate of 
$200,000 is used for these items at this point in the study. 

Figure 5-14 includes a summary of all recommended BRT capital improvements at intersections 
in the SR 305 corridor. The technical analysis that led to these estimated costs is provided in 
Appendix C of the SR 305 Corridor Vision Study. 
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Figure 5-14 Common BRT Capital Cost Estimates ($2010) 

Common Cost Element Quantity Unit Unit Cost 
($2010) 

Cost (Rounded) 

Construction Items: Stations and Park & Rides 

Platform and Passenger amenities  
(Short/Mid Line) 1,2 

12 Each $500,000 $6,000,000 

Platform and Passenger amenities  
(Long Line) 3,4 

4 Each $250,000 $2,000,000 

Park & Ride surface parking lot5 574 Stall $3,750 $2,153,000 

Construction subtotal $9,153,000 

Engineering, special studies, and contingency 

Preliminary engineering (15% of contract amount) $1,373,000 

Construction engineering (10% of contract amount) $915,000 

Construction contingency (30% of contract amount) $2,746,000 

Construction total $14,187,000 

Vehicles, maintenance, and marketing 

Vehicles6 6 Each $750,000 $4,500,000 

TSP vehicle emitter7 6 Vehicle $1,000 $6,000 

Marketing and start-up costs $200,000 $200,000 

Vehicles, maintenance, and marketing total $4,706,000 

Total common BRT cost $18,893,000 
1 Applies to stations between Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal and Hostmark Rd 

2 Extended platform design is an incremental cost multiple of the single-loaded platform design and assumes capacity for two BRT vehicles 
(roughly 130 feet) 

3 Applies to stations between Poulsbo TC and Viking Way 

4 Station quantity assumes two stations per station area (both southbound and northbound; 16 stations total) 

5 Represents all new P&R sites, excluding lots at Hostmark, which are committed already 

6 Assumes 4 vehicles needed per the BRT Operating Plan as well as a 23% spare ratio found in the National Transit Database 

7 TSP system software and AVL interface is already in place. 

 

5.3. Alternative 2:  BRT with Exclusive Reversible Center Lane  

5.3.1. Overview 

The BRT with Exclusive Reversible Center Lane Alternative, referred as Alternative 2 or the 
Reversible Center Lane Alternative hereafter, is a build option originating from the initial 
alternatives screening tests highlighted in the SR 305 Corridor Vision Study. Operationally, the 
reversible transit lane on Bainbridge Island would facilitate peak period transit movement by 
switching the directionality of a lane to provide the maximum capacity in the direction of the 
greatest demand (the peak direction). BRT would operate in the general purpose lanes between 
the Agate Pass Bridge and SR 3.  The dedicated transit lane on Bainbridge Island, would allow 
transit to compete with automobile travel and improve upon existing corridor travel time by 
bypassing congestion. Alternative 2 would require significant enhancement to the curb-to-curb 
right-of-way, including potential roadway widening along several sections where existing 
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constraints will not allow for a dedicated transit lane. The Reversible Center Lane Alternative 
would involve extensive development of an exclusive median transitway infrastructure, installation 
of pedestrian access features at station areas, and require signal re-timing and ITS 
implementation throughout the corridor. 

Alternative 2 would embody the alignment, vehicle type, Park & Ride supply, stop location, and 
vehicle operation features noted in Section 5.2. A Center Lane running way would require a 
modified station design from traditional fixed route and mixed flow BRT operation, which will be 
discussed in Section 5.3.2. 

5.3.2. Physical Characteristics 

Running Way and Alignment  

As with all the build alternatives, the proposed alignment runs along SR 305 beginning at the 
Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal and terminating at SR 3 in the City of Poulsbo (see Figure 
5-15). Some of the key intersections along SR 305 that would require transit enhancements and 
right-of-way expansion include Day Road, Sportsman Club Road, Madison Avenue, High School 
Road, and Winslow Way. Alternative 2 would require roadway widening along the existing right-
of-way between the ferry terminal and the Agate Pass Bridge by approximately 14’-18’ and re-
striping of the roadway to include two general purpose travel lanes, depending on the road 
segment, and a center lane transitway. Figure 5-15 illustrates the Center Lane Alternative’s 
length and alignment as well as travel lane configuration and station location at several key 
intersections. No major changes would be made beyond Suquamish Way, therefore only 
Bainbridge Island is displayed. 

Throughout the corridor, the proposed alignment runs typically in a single center lane that 
reverses flow accounting for peak period travel to and from the ferry terminal. For a more detailed 
description of the proposed alignment, see Section 5.2.1. 

Access Control 

In order to maintain the safety of road users, some level of side street access management must 
be used. Controlling access along SR 305 with a Reversible Center Lane facility could occur in 
two ways: 

 Restrict movements from side streets to right turn only, with U turn allowed at next 
signalized intersection  

 Signalize side street intersections and provide for protected left turn phasing from mainline 

Vehicles seeking access to local driveways and businesses by turning left off of the mainline 
would be restricted as well. Automobiles would be required to use signalized U-turns at the next 
available intersection. 

Typical Sections 

The No Action Alternative assumes cross-section dimensions with 12-foot general purpose travel 
lanes as presented in Figure 5-2. The Reversible Center Lane Alternative (Alternative 2) would 
provide a roughly 14-foot transit only lane stretching from the ferry terminal to the northeast 
approach to the Agate Pass Bridge. No automobile access would be permitted in the median 
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transitway, which requires adjacent left-turn pockets at intersections for automobiles. The 
remainder of the corridor’s right-of-way would include two 12-foot general purpose travel lanes, 
two 8-foot shoulders, and any necessary drainage, pedestrian and bicycle facility requirements. 
The 5-mile segment north of Winslow Way constructed for this alternative would include bike 
lanes, while no bike lanes would be provided south of Winslow Way. 

Figure 5-16 shows a typical conceptual cross section for the Reversible Center Lane Alternative 
(Alternative 2). This conceptual design does not account for cross-slope or future crest and sag 
curves along SR 305. 

Station Locations and Design 

BRT station locations are detailed in Section 5.2.2 and Figure 5-6 and are designated according 
to current and projected transit demand and future Park & Ride locations. The primitive nature of 
many of the current transit stops would require enhancements that allow for level boarding and 
improved passenger amenities. As stated in Section 5.2.2, BRT stations would typically assume 
platform lengths ranging between 70 feet and 120 feet to allow for multiple loading bays during 
peak commute periods where interlining occurs. Platform width would vary by station depending 
on the right-of-way constraints at each station location.  

As shown in Figure 5-17, only in the Reversible Center Lane Alternative would platforms be 
located on both the east and west side of the running way for both northbound peak and 
southbound peak passengers. Off-peak BRT vehicles that are not utilizing the Center Lane 
transitway (mixed traffic operation) would access stations located to the right of the general 
purpose lane on the far side of the intersection (see Figure 5-17). Stations would include many of 
the features detailed in Section 5.2.2, but higher levels of pedestrian investments will need to be 
installed in the Reversible Center Lane Alternative (Alternative 2); this is especially important with 
a Center Lane running way and median platform configuration as passengers are required to 
cross the street to access or leave BRT vehicles. Crossing treatments would need to be installed 
to ensure safety for passengers leaving and entering the station. This includes crosswalk 
facilities, signage, pedestrian refuges, pedestrian beacons, and lighting. This is the only variance 
from the station cross-section detailed in Figure 5-8. All other alternatives assume the two-way 
side platform station design.  
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Figure 5-15 Reversible Center Lane Alternative Corridor Overview 
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Figure 5-16 Typical Alternative 2 Cross Section 

 
 
 
Figure 5-17 Typical BRT Conceptual Station Cross-Section for Center Lane Operation 

 
 
 

5.3.3. Operating Characteristics 

As stated in Section 5.3.1, Alternative 2 consists of peak direction BRT vehicles operating within 
a dedicated median right-of-way along SR 305 between the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal and 
the Agate Pass Bridge. Vehicles would travel within mixed traffic from Agate Pass to the Viking 
Way Park & Ride in Poulsbo in both directions at all times of the day. Center Lane operation north 
of Agate Pass is not feasible due to the potential traffic delay impacts incurred upon the higher 
number of access roads along that segment of SR 305. In addition, projected congestion 
northwest of Suquamish Way doesn’t merit this level of investment.  BRT vehicles would also 
operate in mixed traffic when traveling in the non-peak direction. Service would mirror the 
operating plan detailed in Section 5.2.6 with Short, Mid and Long Line service.  

Capital Costs 

The capital costs for the Reversible Center Lane Alternative would require additional cost 
elements on top of the basic BRT cost estimate identified in Section 5.2.6 and summarized in 
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Figure 5-14.  A number of elements would add to the baseline cost estimate for all BRT 
alternatives ($18,893,000) including the dedicated running way infrastructure and associated 
paving needs to widen SR 305, additional signals for modified automobile turn phases, dedicated 
turn phases for BRT vehicles, and stations for non-peak direction boarding and alighting. The 
estimated capital cost for the Reversible Center Lane Alternative is $67,203,000. Figure 5-18 
summarizes these costs for order-of-magnitude comparison.   

 

Figure 5-18 Alternative 2 Capital Cost Estimates ($2010) 

Cost Element Quantity Unit Unit Cost 
($2010) 

Cost (Rounded) 

Running Way Construction 

Widening of SR 305  to include reversible 
center transit lane with bike lanes (North of 
Winslow Way) 

5 Mile $3,995,000 $19,975,000 

Widening of SR 305  to include reversible 
center transit lane without bike lanes (South of 
Winslow Way) 

.22 Mile $3,695,000 $747,000 

Additional construction items 

Additional southbound serving stations 
(includes extended platform design)1 

6 Each $500,000 $3,000,000 

Wetland mitigation 4 Acre $200,000 $800,000 

Retaining walls 21,120 SF $135 $2,851,000 

Street illumination 5.1 Mile $300,000 $1,530,000 

Traffic Signals 6 Each $215,000 $1,290,000 

Traffic Signal Modification2 13 Each $75,000 $975,000 

Alternative 2 Construction subtotal $31,168,000 

Engineering, special studies, and contingency 

Preliminary engineering (15% of contract amount) $4,675,000 

Construction engineering (10% of contract amount) $3,117,000 

Construction contingency (30% of contract amount) $9,350,000 

Alternative 2 subtotal $48,310,000 

Common BRT Alternative costs (See Figure 5-14) $18,893,000 

Alternative 2 total cost $67,203,000 
1 This figure is in addition to the platform and passenger amenity cost seen in Figure 5-14; Includes two auxiliary stations at Day, Sportsman, and 
High School (6 additional in total). 

2 Assumes signals require a 30% upgrade. 

 

5.3.4. Operating Costs 

The Reversible Center Lane Alternative would operate per the long (limited stop and all stop), 
mid, and short line service design detailed in the BRT Operating Plan (see Section 5.2.6). To see 
the Alternative 2 operating costs, refer to the General Operating Costs sub-section within Section 
5.2.6. 



S R  3 0 5  C o r r i d o r  E n h a n c e d  T r a n s i t  P r o j e c t  

D R A F T  A l t e r n a t i v e s  A n a l y s i s  T e c h n i c a l  S t u d y  R e p o r t  

K I T S A P  T R A N S I T  
 
 

Page 62  Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates Inc. 

5.4. Alternative 3:  BRT with Select Intersection Improvements  

5.4.1. Overview 

The BRT with Select Intersection Improvements Alternative, referred as Alternative 3 or the 
Select Intersection Improvements Alternative hereafter, is a build option originating from the initial 
alternatives screening tests highlighted in the SR 305 Corridor Vision Study. Operationally, BRT 
vehicles would function within mixed traffic, while select intersections that experience significant 
congestion are redesigned to provide queue jump lanes. These design features would offer 
additional time savings on top of the station boarding features, allowing transit to compete with 
automobile travel. Alternative 3 would require virtually no right-of-way expansion. The Select 
Intersection Improvements Alternative would require signal re-timing and ITS implementation at 
each of the select intersections and necessitate pedestrian-level enhancements at station areas. 

Alternative 3 would embody the alignment, vehicle type, Park & Ride supply, stop location and 
configuration, and vehicle operation features noted in Section 5.2. Any changes from this general 
set of features will be identified and thoroughly explained in the following sections. 

5.4.2. Physical Characteristics 

Running Way and Alignment  

The Select Intersection Improvements Alternative consists of several spot intersection 
improvements with no dedicated running way for BRT. Although BRT vehicles would operate in 
mixed traffic, roadway widening would be required at the northeast corner of Suquamish Way. 
Given this exception, the existing roadway widths would provide sufficient space for BRT 
operation between the ferry terminal and SR 3, except at locations where right-turn lanes need to 
be extended for queue jump opportunities. Figure 5-19 illustrates the Select Intersection 
Improvements Alternative’s travel lane configuration and station location at several key 
intersections. No major changes would be made beyond Suquamish Way, therefore only 
Bainbridge Island is displayed. 

Some of the key intersections along SR 305 that would require additional transit improvements 
and intersection re-design include Suquamish Way, Day Road, Sportsman Club Road, and High 
School Road. Below is a summary of the major improvements proposed for Alternative 3, 
including southbound transit facilities (also illustrated in Figure 5-19): 

 Suquamish Way— Extend existing northbound right-turn lane from 100 feet to 650 feet 
and convert to a shared transit/right turn lane that continues through intersection to far-
side BRT station. 

 Day Road— Extend existing northbound right-turn lane from 370 feet to 1,000 feet and 
convert lane to a shared transit/right-turn lane that continues through intersection to far-
side BRT station. 

 Day Road— Extend existing southbound right-turn lane from 50 feet to 800 feet and 
convert lane to shared transit/right-turn lane that continues through intersection to far-side 
BRT station. 

 Sportsman Club Road— Convert existing northbound 825-foot right-turn lane to a 
shared transit/right-turn lane that continues through intersection to far-side BRT station. 
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 Sportsman Club Road— Extend existing southbound right-turn lane from 230 feet to 
1,000 feet and convert lane to a shared transit/right-turn lane that continues through 
intersection to far-side BRT station. 

 High School Road— Convert southbound right-turn lane to a shared transit/right-turn 
lane that continues through intersection to far-side BRT station. 

As with all the build alternatives, the proposed alignment runs along SR 305 beginning at the 
Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal and terminating at SR 3 in the City of Poulsbo (see Figure 3-1). 
For a more detailed description of the proposed alignment, see Section 5.2.1. 

Access Control 

In Alternative 3, no access management features would be instituted in addition to the No Action 
base conditions. 

Typical Sections 

The No Action Alternative assumes cross-section dimensions with 12-foot general purpose travel 
lanes as presented in Figure 5-2. The Select Intersection Improvements Alternative mid-block 
cross section would not differ from the No Action Alternative. 

Figure 5-20 is a typical conceptual cross section for the Select Intersection Improvements 
Alternative displaying how BRT would likely operate in a general purpose lane. This conceptual 
design does not account for cross-slope or future crest and sag curves along SR 305. 

Station Locations and Design 

BRT station locations are detailed in Section 5.2.2 and Figure 5-6 and are designated according 
to current and projected transit demand and future Park & Ride locations. The primitive nature of 
many of the current transit stops would require enhancements that allow for level boarding and 
improved passenger amenities. As stated in Section 5.2.2, BRT stations would typically assume 
platform lengths ranging between 70 feet and 120 feet to allow for multiple loading bays during 
peak commute periods where interlining occurs. Platform widths would vary by station depending 
on the right-of-way constraints at each station location. 
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Figure 5-19 Select Intersection Improvements Alternative Corridor Overview 
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Figure 5-20 Typical Alternative 3 Cross Section 

 
 
 

5.4.3. Operating Characteristics 

As stated in Section 5.4.1, Alternative 3 includes BRT operating in mixed traffic along 13.5 miles 
of SR 305 between the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal and SR 3 (SR 305/Viking Way Park & 
Ride). The major difference from the operating characteristics displayed in Section 5.2.6 is that 
BRT vehicles would utilize queue jump lanes at select intersections exhibiting periods of 
significant delay (listed in Section 5.4.2). This is coupled with dedicated signal phases, which 
would allow transit vehicles to bypass congested intersections.  Vehicles would access transit 
stations after passing through the intersection and integrate with the general purpose lane after 
passengers board and alight. Service will mirror the operating plan detailed in Section 5.2.6 with 
Short, Mid and Long Line service.  

5.4.4. Capital Costs 

The capital costs for the Select Intersection Improvements Alternative would require additional 
cost elements on top of the basic BRT cost estimate identified in Section 5.2.6 and summarized 
inFigure 5-14. In addition to the baseline cost estimate for all BRT alternatives ($18,893,000), the 
cost to extend turn pockets, construct queue jump lanes, and install new signals for transit pre-
emption would increase the baseline construction costs. In addition, this alternative will require an 
additional vehicle during the peak periods to account for increased transit travel times.  The 
estimated capital cost for the Select Intersection Improvements Alternative is $23,018,000. Figure 
5-21 summarizes these costs for order-of-magnitude comparison.  

Figure 5-21 Alternative 3 Capital Cost Estimates ($2010) 

Cost Element Quantity Unit Unit Cost 
($2010) 

Cost (Round) 

Running Way Construction 

Widening of SR 305  to include extended queue 
jump lanes 

.51 Lane 
Mile 

$2,000,000 $1,020,000 
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Conversion of existing lanes to shared 
transit/right-turn lanes 

1 Lane 
Mile 

$200,000 $200,000 

Additional construction items 

Wetland mitigation .39 Acre $200,000 $78,000 

Retaining wall 2063 SF $135 $279,000 

Street illumination .5 Mile $300,000 $150,000 

Traffic Signal Modification1 6 Each $75,000 $450,000 

Alternative 3 Construction subtotal $2,177,000 

Engineering, special studies, and contingency 

Preliminary engineering (15% of contract amount) $327,000 

Construction engineering (10% of contract amount) $218,000 

Construction contingency (30% of contract amount) $653,000 

Additional BRT Vehicle $750,000 

Alternative 3 subtotal $4,125,000 

Common BRT Alternative costs (See Figure 5-14) $18,893,000 

Alternative 3 total cost $23,018,000 
1 Assumes signals require a 30% upgrade 

 

5.4.5. Operating Costs 

The Selected Intersection Improvements Alternative operates per the long (limited stop and all 
stop), mid, and short line service design detailed in the BRT Operating Plan (see Section 5.2.6). 
To see the Alternative 3 operating costs, refer to the General Operating Costs sub-section within 
Section 5.2.6. In addition, this alternative will require an additional vehicle on long line, all stops 
route during the peak periods to account for increased transit travel times, increasing the annual 
operating cost by $305,000.  

5.5. Alternative 4:  BRT with Dedicated Northbound Transit (HOV) Lane  

5.5.1. Overview 

The BRT with Dedicated Northbound Transit Lane Alternative, referred as Alternative 4 or the 
Northbound Transit Lane Alternative hereafter, is a build option originating from the initial traffic 
projections developed for this study where the estimates call for severe PM congestion between 
the ferry terminal and Day Road (see Appendix A). The dedicated transit lane would facilitate 
northbound transit flows by conditionally restricting use for automobiles. However, this would not 
be an exclusive running way as automobiles would be permitted to use the transit lane for right 
turns only (at intersections and for local business access). HOV (+2 or +3 occupancy) usage is 
still undetermined13. Southbound BRT vehicles would be aided with several spot intersection 
improvements including queue jump lanes and signal pre-emption. The end result of these 
facilities would be improved corridor travel times and reduced congestion related delay. 
Alternative 4 would require over four miles of widening of the curb-to-curb right-of-way where 
existing constraints would not allow for a dedicated transit lane. The Northbound Transit Lane 
Alternative would also necessitate signal re-timing and ITS implementation throughout the 
corridor. 

                                                 
13

 The evaluations conducted for this study restricted the new northbound lane to transit-only operation (except at 
intersections) to provide the greatest travel time improvements for transit vehicles. 
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Alternative 4 would embody the alignment, vehicle type, Park & Ride supply, stop location and 
configuration, and vehicle operation features noted in Section 5.2. Any changes from this general 
set of features will be identified and thoroughly explained in the following sections. 

5.5.2. Physical Characteristics 

Running Way and Alignment  

Alternative 4 consists of a 4.28-mile northbound transit only lane located on the far right travel 
lane between the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal and Day Road. Access would be restricted to 
automobiles with the exception of right turn movements. Alternative 4 would require roadway 
widening along the existing right-of-way between the ferry terminal and Day Road by 
approximately 14 feet and re-striping of the roadway to include two general purpose travel lanes, 
depending on the road segment, and a transit only lane. Figure 5-22 illustrates the Northbound 
Transit Lane Alternative’s length and alignment as well as travel lane configuration and station 
location at several key intersections. No major changes would be made beyond Suquamish Way, 
therefore only Bainbridge Island is displayed. 

Some of the key intersections along SR 305 that would require additional transit improvements 
and intersection re-design include Suquamish Way, Day Road, Sportsman Club Road, and High 
School Road. Below is a summary of the major improvements proposed for Alternative 4, 
including southbound transit facilities (also illustrated in Figure 5-22): 

 Suquamish Way— Extend existing northbound right-turn lane from 100 feet to 650 feet 
and convert to a shared transit/right turn lane that continues through intersection to far-
side BRT station. 

 Day Road— Extend existing southbound right-turn lane from 50 feet to 800 feet and 
convert lane to a shared transit/right-turn lane that continues through intersection to far-
side BRT station. 

 Sportsman Club Road— Extend existing southbound right-turn lane from 230 feet to 
1,000 feet and convert lane to a shared transit/right-turn lane that continues through 
intersection to far-side BRT station. 

 High School Road— Convert southbound right-turn lane to a shared transit/right-turn 
lane that continues through intersection to far-side BRT station. 

As with all the build alternatives, the proposed alignment runs along SR 305 beginning at the 
Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal and terminating at SR 3 in the City of Poulsbo (see Figure 3-1). 
For a more detailed description of the proposed alignment, see Section 5.2.1. 

Access Control 

In Alternative 4, no access management features would be instituted on top of the No Action base 
conditions. Although the transit lane does not function as a general purpose lane, automobiles 
would be permitted to access the dedicated lane for two functions: 

 Right turns at intersections 

 Right turns into private business or residential driveways 
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Vehicles seeking access to local driveways and businesses would be permitted to use the transit 
lane to make right turns. 

Typical Sections 

The No Action Alternative assumes cross-section dimensions with 12-foot general purpose travel 
lanes as presented in Figure 5-2. The Northbound Transit Lane Alternative would provide a 
roughly 14-foot transit only lane stretching from the ferry terminal to Day Road. The remainder of 
the corridor’s right-of-way would include two 12-foot general purpose travel lanes, two 8-foot 
shoulders, and any necessary drainage, and pedestrian facility requirements. 

Figure 5-23 shows a typical conceptual cross section for the Northbound Transit Lane Alternative.  
BRT vehicles traveling in the peak hour direction would utilize a dedicated transit lane, while non-
peak BRT vehicles would use the general purpose travel lane. This conceptual design does not 
account for cross-slope or future crest and sag curves along SR 305. 

Station Locations and Design 

BRT station locations are detailed in Section 5.2.2 and Figure 5-6 and are designated according 
to current and projected transit demand and future Park & Ride locations. The primitive nature of 
many of the current transit stops would require enhancements that allow for level boarding and 
improved passenger amenities. As stated in Section 5.2.2, BRT stations would typically assume 
platform lengths ranging between 70 feet and 120 feet to allow for multiple loading bays during 
peak commute periods where interlining occurs. Platform width would vary by station depending 
on the right-of-way constraints at each station location.  
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Figure 5-23 Typical Alternative 4 Cross Section 

 
 
 

5.5.3. Operating Characteristics 

As stated in Section 5.5.1, Alternative 4 consists of northbound BRT vehicles operating within a 
dedicated right-of-way along 4.28 miles of SR 305 between the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal 
and Day Road. Vehicles would travel within mixed traffic from Day Road to the Viking Way Park & 
Ride in Poulsbo in both directions at all times of the day. Service would mirror the operating plan 
detailed in Section 5.2.6 with Short, Mid and Long Line service. 

5.5.4. Capital Costs 

The capital costs for the Northbound Transit Lane Alternative would require additional cost 
elements on top of the basic BRT cost estimate identified in Section 5.2.6 and summarized in 
Figure 5-14. In addition to the baseline cost estimate for all BRT alternatives ($18,893,000), the 
cost to extend turn lanes, construct new turn lanes, convert general purpose travel lanes into 
dedicated transit lanes, and install new signals for transit pre-emption would increase the 
baseline construction costs. The estimated cost for the Northbound Transit Lane Alternative is 
$41,925,000. Figure 5-24 summarizes these costs for order-of-magnitude comparison.  

 

Figure 5-24 Alternative 4 Capital Cost Estimates ($2010) 

Cost Element Quantity Unit Unit Cost 
($2010) 

Cost (Rounded) 

Running Way Construction 

Widening of SR 305  to include northbound 
transit lane1 

4.7 Lane 
Mile 

$2,000,000 $9,400,000 

Conversion of existing lanes to shared 
transit/right-turn lanes 

.6 Lane 
Mile 

$200,000 $120,000 

Additional construction items 
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Wetland mitigation 3.6 Acre $200,000 $720,000 

Retaining walls 19,016 SF $135 $2,567,000 

Street illumination 4.59 Mile $300,000 $1,377,000 

Traffic Signal Modification2 9 Each $75,000 $675,000 

Alternative 4 Construction subtotal $14,859,000 

Engineering, special studies, and contingency 

Preliminary engineering (15% of contract amount) $2,229,000 

Construction engineering (10% of contract amount) $1,486,000 

Construction contingency (30% of contract amount) $4,458,000 

Alternative 4 subtotal $23,032,000 

Common BRT Alternative costs (See Figure 5-14) $18,893,000 

Alternative 4 total cost $41,925,000 
1 Includes extension of existing right-turn lanes (See Section 5.2.2) 
2 Assumes signals require a 30% upgrade 

 

5.5.5. Operating Costs 

The Dedicated Northbound Transit Lane alternative would operate per the long (limited stop and 
all stop), mid, and short line service design detailed in the BRT Operating Plan (see Section 
5.2.6). To see the Alternative 4 operating costs, refer to the General Operating Costs sub-section 
within Section 5.2.6. 
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5.6. Alternative 5:  BRT with Agate Pass Bridge Access Improvements  

5.6.1. Overview 

The BRT with Agate Pass Bridge Access Improvements Alternative, referred as Alternative 5 or 
the Agate Pass Improvements Alternative hereafter, is a build option originating from the initial 
traffic projections developed for this study in order to address PM peak congestion at the bridge. 
Operationally, BRT vehicles would function within mixed traffic with the exception of two key 
segments. The segments immediately preceding and following the Agate Pass Bridge would be 
enhanced with a transit only lane (south of Agate Pass) and a queue jump lane before the 
intersection (northeast corner of SR 305 / Suquamish Way) to improve transit performance and 
bypass these congestion points. These design features would offer additional time savings on top 
of the station boarding features, allowing transit to compete with automobile travel. Alternative 5 
would require no right-of-way expansion, while signal re-timing and ITS implementation would 
need to occur to allow for transit pre-emption at both intersections. 

Alternative 5 would reflect the alignment, vehicle type, Park & Ride supply, stop location and 
configuration, and vehicle operation features noted in Section 5.2. Any changes from this general 
set of features will be identified and thoroughly explained in the following sections. 

5.6.2. Physical Characteristics 

Running Way and Alignment  

The Agate Pass Improvements Alternative consists of two spot improvements. Although BRT 
vehicles would operate in mixed traffic, roadway widening would be required at the northeast 
corner of Suquamish Way. Given this exception, the existing right-of-way would provide sufficient 
space for BRT operation between the ferry terminal and SR 3. Figure 5-25 illustrates the Agate 
Pass Bridge Access Improvements Alternative’s length and alignment as well as travel lane 
configuration and station location at several key intersections. No major changes would be made 
beyond Suquamish Way. 

The key spot improvements along SR 305 that would require additional transit improvements and 
intersection re-design are located in the vicinity of the Agate Pass Bridge. Below is a summary of 
the major improvements proposed for Alternative 5 (also illustrated in Figure 5-25): 

 South of Agate Pass Bridge— Construct a 1,500-foot transit only lane south of Agate 
Pass Bridge and install a traffic light with TSP for northbound SR 305 only.   

 Suquamish Way— Extend existing northwestbound right-turn lane from 100 feet to 650 
feet and convert to a shared transit/right turn lane that continues through intersection to 
far-side BRT station. 

As with all the build alternatives, the proposed alignment runs along SR 305 beginning at the 
Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal and terminating at SR 3 in the City of Poulsbo (see Figure 3-1). 
For a more detailed description of the proposed alignment, see Section 5.2.1. 

Access Control 

In Alternative 5, no access management features would be instituted in addition to the No Action 
base conditions. 
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Typical Sections 

The No Action Alternative assumes cross-section dimensions with 12-foot general purpose travel 
lanes as presented in Figure 5-2. The Agate Pass Bridge Access Improvements Alternative mid-
block cross section would not differ from the No Action Alternative (with the exception of the 
transit only lane located south of the Agate Pass Bridge). 

Figure 5-26 is a typical conceptual cross section for the Agate Pass Access Improvements 
Alternative displaying how BRT would likely operate in a general purpose lane. This conceptual 
design does not account for cross-slope or future crest and sag curves along SR 305. 

Station Locations and Design 

BRT station locations are detailed in Section 5.2.2 and Figure 5-6 and are designated according 
to current and projected transit demand and future Park & Ride locations. The primitive nature of 
many of the current transit stops will require enhancements that allow for level boarding and 
improved passenger amenities. As stated in Section 5.2.2, BRT stations will typically assume 
platform lengths ranging between 70 feet and 120 feet to allow for multiple loading bays during 
peak commute periods where interlining occurs. Platform width will vary by station depending on 
the right-of-way constraints at each station location.   
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Figure 5-26 Typical Alternative 5 Cross Section 

 
 
 

5.6.3. Operating Characteristics 

As stated in Section 5.6.1, Alternative 5 involves BRT operating within mixed traffic along 13.5 
miles of SR 305 between the Bainbridge Island Ferry Terminal and SR 3 (Viking Way Park & 
Ride), while utilizing a 1,500-foot transit only lane along the south approach to the Agate Pass 
Bridge as well as a 650-foot queue jump lane. A dedicated signal phase will pre-empt BRT 
vehicles through the intersection and onto the bridge, which will mitigate any potential delays. The 
traffic signal will detect approaching buses and stop northbound general purpose traffic for 
approximately 10 seconds to allow buses to merge and cross the bridge. At the Suquamish Way 
intersection, vehicles will access the transit station after passing through the intersection via the 
transit only lane into a dedicated bus berth, then re-enter the general purpose lane after 
passengers board and alight. All other transit stations will not couple with a transit lane, which will 
require BRT vehicle to occupy the general purpose lane for passenger boarding and alighting. 
Service will mirror the operating plan detailed in Section 5.2.6 with Short, Mid and Long Line 
service. BRT vehicles will average an operating speed of 15 mph. 

5.6.4. Capital Costs  

The capital costs for the Agate Pass Bridge Access Improvements Alternative will require 
additional cost elements on top of the basic BRT cost estimate identified in Section 5.2.6 and 
summarized in Figure 5-14. In addition to the baseline cost estimate for all BRT alternatives 
($18,893,000), the cost to extend the northbound right turn lane after the bridge, construct a new 
dedicated transit lane along the bridge approach, and install a new traffic signal for transit pre-
emption will increase the baseline construction costs. In addition, this alternative will require an 
additional vehicle during the peak periods to account for increased transit travel times. The 
estimated capital cost for the Agate Pass Bridge Access Improvements Alternative is 
$21,948,000. Figure 5-27 summarizes these costs for order-of-magnitude comparison.  
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Figure 5-27 Alternative 5 Capital Cost Estimates ($2010) 

Cost Element Quantity Unit Unit Cost 
($2010) 

Cost (Rounded) 

Running Way Construction 

Widening of SR 305  to include extended queue 
jump lanes south of Agate Pass 

.39 Lane 
Mile 

$2,000,000 $780,000 

Conversion of lanes to shared transit/right-turn 
lanes 

.15 Lane 
Mile 

$200,000 $30,000 

Additional construction items 

Wetland mitigation .3 Acre $200,000 $60,000 

Retaining walls 1,578 SF $135 $213,000 

Street illumination .38 Mile $300,000 $114,000 

Traffic Signal 1 Each $215,000 $215,000 

Traffic Signal Modification1 1 Each $75,000 $75,000 

Alternative 5 Construction subtotal $1,487,000 

Engineering, special studies, and contingency 

Preliminary engineering (15% of contract amount) $223,000 

Construction engineering (10% of contract amount) $149,000 

Construction contingency (30% of contract amount) $446,000 

Additional BRT Vehicle $750,000 

Alternative 5 subtotal $3,055,000 

Common BRT Alternative costs (See Figure 5-14) $18,893,000 

Alternative 5 total cost $21,948,000 
1 Assumes signals require a 30% upgrade 

 

5.6.5. Operating Costs 

The Agate Pass Bridge Access Improvements Alternative will operate per the long (limited stop 
and all stop), mid, and short line service design detailed in the BRT Operating Plan (see Section 
5.2.6). To see the Alternative 5 operating costs, refer to the General Operating Costs sub-section 
within Section 5.2.6. In addition, this alternative will require an additional vehicle on long line, all 
stops route during the peak periods to account for increased transit travel times, increasing the 
annual operating cost by $305,000. 
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6. Tier III Evaluation Criteria 

This section presents the Tier III Draft Evaluation Criteria, which will determine whether or not the 
proposed mode and alignment alternatives will adequately meet the project’s Goals and 
Objectives14 and therefore move forward to subsequent NEPA compliant environmental review 
processes.  The Tier III Evaluation will analyze the mode and alignment alternatives against the 
same Goals and Objectives identified under the Tier II Screening but will provide a more refined 
level of evaluation employing more analytical tools and methods. During the SR 305 Alternatives 
Analysis Technical Study the Tier III Evaluation will be conducted using the tests identified in the 
following section.   

6.1. Evaluation Tests 

The following figure summarizes draft evaluation criteria that are proposed to be used in 
evaluating mode and alignment alternatives. The SR 305 Corridor Alternatives Analysis Technical 
Study project team is (1) refining the set of tests to verify it is in conformance with the technical 
study scope of work and (2) coordinating with the FTA to assure that all technical requirements 
are met.  

  

                                                 
14

 The goals and objectives defined here are attributable to criteria expressed in the 2007 SR 305 Corridor Vision 
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Figure 6-1 Tier III Evaluation Criteria 

Objective Measure Data Source Method 

Improve local mobility 
within and between 
communities in the 
corridor 

Peak transit travel times 
Regional travel demand model for future volumes, 
Synchro/SimTraffic model for operations and travel 
times 

Use regional model travel times for both peak and off-
peak.  Peak travel times in the model reflect 
adjustments based on Synchro/Sim Traffic model 

Peak auto travel times 
Regional travel demand model for future volumes, 
Synchro/SimTraffic model for operations and travel 
times 

Use regional model travel times for both peak and off-
peak.  Peak travel times in the model reflect 
adjustments based on Synchro/Sim Traffic model 

Intersection level of service Synchro/SimTraffic operational model 
Use Synchro/SimTraffic Model to calculate intersection 
level of service based on 2000 Highway Capacity 
Manual methodology  

Qualitative ranking of alternative’s 
impact on traffic circulation in the  
SR 305 corridor 

Roadway network for each alternative and 
Synchro/SimTraffic operational model  

Summarize relative rankings in matrix based on the 
number of restrictions and improvements to traffic 
circulation 

Mode split summaries by trip 
purpose Use of transit for inter- 
and intra community trips. 

Databased calculations for transit trips Compare no-build to build transit ridership  

Park-and-ride demand by lot 
Databased calculations for transit boardings at park-
and-ride locations. 

Determine change in ridership from park-and-ride 
locations  

Mode of access/egress 
Regional travel demand model as well as 
Databased calculations for transit trips 

Post process model output 

        

Be able to provide travel 
time and reliability 
competitive with 
automobile 

Compare peak transit and auto 
travel times1 

Regional travel demand model for future volumes, 
Synchro/SimTraffic model for operations and travel 
times 

Use regional model travel times for both peak and off-
peak.  Peak travel times in the model reflect 
adjustments based on Synchro/Sim Traffic model 

Miles of exclusive transit right-of-
way (ROW)  

Model and field review/mapping Measure distance 

Number of transit priority/pre-
empted signals 

Kitsap Transit and WSDOT with verification that 
required queue jumps are addressed 

Assemble data from Kitsap Transit and WSDOT 
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Objective Measure Data Source Method 

Number of signalized 
intersections transit is operating 
through 

WSDOT and field work Assemble data from WSDOT and field work 

        

Be able to influence 
mode shift/reduce auto 
travel in corridor 

Compare peak transit and auto 
travel times1 

Regional travel demand model for future volumes, 
Synchro/SimTraffic model for operations and travel 
times 

Use regional model travel times for both peak and off-
peak.  Peak travel times in the model reflect 
adjustments based on Synchro/Sim Traffic model 

Mode split summaries by trip 
purpose 

Regional travel demand model as well as 
Databased calculations for transit trips 

Use model to calculate trips by purpose, and post 
process to incorporate transit trips  

Total Kitsap County transit 
ridership 

Data derived transit trips 
 

Total SR 305 corridor transit 
ridership 

Data derived transit trips 
 

        

Limit the impacts of 
traffic and parking 

Mode shift, mode split summaries 
by trip purpose1 

Regional travel demand model as well as 
Databased calculations for transit trips 

Use model to calculate trips by purpose, and post 
process to incorporate transit trips  

Park-and-ride demand by lot Regional travel demand model Run based on lot constraints  

Intersection level of service1 Synchro/SimTraffic operational model 
Use Synchro/SimTraffic Model to calculate intersection 
level of service based on 2000 Highway Capacity 
Manual methodology  

Compare peak transit and auto 
travel times1 

Regional travel demand model for future volumes, 
Synchro/SimTraffic model for operations and travel 
times 

Use regional model travel times for both peak and off-
peak.  Peak travel times in the model reflect 
adjustments based on Synchro/Sim Traffic model 

        

Minimize 
intersection/roadway 
operational impacts 

Intersection level of service1 Synchro/SimTraffic operational model 
Use Synchro/SimTraffic Model to calculate intersection 
level of service based on 2000 Highway Capacity 
Manual methodology  

Compare peak transit and auto 
travel times1 

Regional travel demand model for future volumes, 
Synchro/SimTraffic model for operations and travel 
times 

Use regional model travel times for both peak and off-
peak.  Peak travel times in the model reflect 
adjustments based on Synchro/Sim Traffic model 
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Objective Measure Data Source Method 

        

Fit within existing ROW 
and allow for increased 
person movement 
capacity in the corridor 
without adding general 
purpose auto travel 
lanes 

Miles of exclusive transit right-of-
way (ROW)  

Model and field review/mapping Measure distance 

        

Minimize safety 
concerns 

Qualitative ranking of alternative’s 
impact on the safety of 
pedestrians, autos, bikes and 
transit 

Safety review of alternatives 
Summarize relative rankings in matrix based on the 
number of points of conflict, assess overall safety of 
operation 

        

Be compatible with ferry 
system demand and 
loading requirements 

Peak load volumes and locations - 
local and BRT routes 

WSF Projections, data derived transit trips Post process transit ridership forecasts 

Number of buses needed to 
accommodate ferry passengers - 
is layout compatible with current 
terminal configuration?  Are 
changes needed?  Is there 
space? 

Databased calculations  to arrive at BRT and transit 
demand, translate to BRT vehicles, translate to 
need to assemble vehicles to meet each ferry 

Review demand and buses/BRT vehicles needed with 
potential layouts 

        

Be able to deliver 
service compatible with 
urban and rural 
components of study 
area 

Qualitative ranking of alternative’s 
ability compatibility with urban and 
rural land uses in corridor 

Professional judgment based on experiences with 
prior applications of applicable modes in similar 
alignments  

Summarize relative rankings in matrix 

        

Minimize visual impacts 
to rural and urban 
portions of the corridor 

Qualitative ranking of alternative’s 
visual impact 

Review scale of infrastructure improvements and 
visual impacts on community identified segments of 
concern  

Summarize relative rankings in matrix 
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Objective Measure Data Source Method 

        

Be desired by the 
community 

Qualitative ranking of alternative’s 
support from stakeholder and 
community 

Feedback from outreach activities Summarize relative rankings in matrix 

        

Be scalable to demand 
Qualitative ranking of alternative’s 
ability to cost effectively phase in 
capacity  

Professional judgment based on experiences with 
prior applications of applicable modes in similar 
alignments 

Summarize relative rankings in matrix 

        

Be able to influence 
nodal land use (mixed 
uses and density 
supportive of high-
capacity transit 
investment) and 
economic development 

Mode shift, mode split summaries 
by trip purpose1 

Regional travel demand model as well as 
Databased calculations for transit trips 

Use model to calculate trips by purpose, and post 
process to incorporate transit trips  

Number of residential units and 
population within (1/2 mile) station 
areas 

Regional travel demand  model, Kitsap County 
model and GIS data 

May consider using GIS to report/summarize, but 
Kitsap county model should be able to provide fine 
enough detail 

Number of jobs within (1/2 mile) 
station areas 

Regional travel demand  model, Kitsap County 
model and GIS data 

May consider using GIS to report/summarize, but 
Kitsap county model should be able to provide fine 
enough detail 

        

Build upon 
reliable/tested 
technology 

Qualitative ranking of alternative’s 
use of widely-used technologies 

Professional judgment based on experiences with 
prior applications of applicable modes in similar 
alignments 

Summarize relative rankings in matrix 

        

Provide high ride quality 
and comfort 

Qualitative ranking of alternative’s 
impact on rider comfort and 
satisfaction with service type and 
associated amenities 

Professional judgment based on experiences with 
prior applications of applicable modes in similar 
alignments 

Summarize relative rankings in matrix 
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7. Alternatives Evaluation 

The following sections present the preliminary evaluation of the five alternatives against the Tier 
III criteria.  Additional evaluations will be available upon completion of the transit benefits analysis 
that will address measures related transit ridership and benefits available to current and future 
transit riders. 

7.1. Mobility Criteria 

The BRT alternatives increase local mobility within and between communities in the corridor.  The 
current analysis shows the PM peak transit travel time between the ferry terminal and SR 3 
increasing from 38 minutes in 2008 to 59.5 minutes in 2030 under the No Action alternative.   

Figure 7-1 illustrates the transit travel time savings from the ferry terminal to Suquamish Way 
resulting from each build alternative.  The travel times between Suquamish Way and SR 3 are 
identical for each of the five alternatives.  The figure shows the greatest benefits come from the 
Reversible Center Lane and Northbound Transit Lane alternatives.  These transit travel time 
improvements will make transit an attractive and competitive option, influencing some travelers to 
make a mode shift away from automobile use. 

Figure 7-3 illustrates that only the Reversible Center Lane alternative negatively impacts traffic 
circulation while the other alternatives only have minor affects.  The increased signal cycle times 
for Alternative 2 will increase the already high delays at congested intersections as reflected in 
Figure 7-4. 

Figure 7-1 Transit Travel Time - Winslow Ferry Terminal to Suquamish Way NE 

Direction 
Alt. 1 

No Action 
Alt. 2 

Center Lane 

Alt. 3 
Select 

Intersection 

Alt. 4 
Northbound 
Transit Lane 

Alt. 5  
Agate Pass 

2030 AM Peak Hour 

   Northbound 18 Minutes 17.5 Minutes 16 Minutes 15.5 Minutes 16.5 Minutes 

   Southbound 26.5 Minutes 14 Minutes 19 Minutes 19 Minutes 25 Minutes 

2030 PM Peak Hour 

   Northbound 37.5 Minutes 16.5 Minutes 30.5 Minutes 19.5 Minutes 33.5 Minutes 

   Southbound 21.5 Minutes 22 Minutes 18 Minutes 18 Minutes 20.5 Minutes 
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Figure 7-2 Automobile Travel Time - Winslow Ferry Terminal to Suquamish Way NE 

Direction 
Alt. 1 

No Action 
Alt. 2 

Center Lane 

Alt. 3 
Select 

Intersection 

Alt. 4 
Northbound 
Transit Lane 

Alt. 5  
Agate Pass 

2030 AM Peak Hour 

   Northbound 13.5 Minutes 14.5 Minutes 13.5 Minutes 13 Minutes 13.5 Minutes 

   Southbound 22.5 Minutes 24 Minutes 20.5 Minutes 20.5 Minutes 22.5 Minutes 

2030 PM Peak Hour 

   Northbound 34 Minutes 35.5 Minutes 32 Minutes 31.5 Minutes 32 Minutes 

   Southbound 18 Minutes 20 Minutes 17.5 Minutes 17.5 Minutes 18 Minutes 

 

Figure 7-3 Impact on Traffic Circulation in the SR 305 Corridor 

Alternative 
Qualitative 

Ranking 
Comments 

Alternative 1 
No Action 

O Minimal change to traffic circulation. 

Alternative 2 
Reversible 
Center Lane 

- - - 

The transit center lane will restrict SR 305 north/south left-turn movements 
and the left-turn and though movements out of unsignalized 
streets/driveways between the Winslow Ferry Terminal and the Agate 
Pass Bridge.  Drivers wanting to make these movements would need to 
travel to the next signalized intersection and make a U-turn.  The 
restriction of these movements will increase travel time and distance, and 
congestion at signalized intersections. 

Alternative 3 
Select 
Intersections 

O Minimal change to traffic circulation. 

Alternative 4 
Northbound 
Transit Lane 

O Minimal change to traffic circulation. 

Alternative 5 
Agate Pass 
Improvements 

O Minimal change to traffic circulation. 

Key: + + + is highest rating, - - - is lowest rating, and O is neutral. 
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Figure 7-4 2030 PM Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service and Delay (Seconds) 

# Intersection with SR 305 
Control 

Type 

Alt. 1 
No 

Action 

Alt. 2 
Center 
Lane 

Alt. 3 
Select 

Intersect
ion 

Alt. 4 
Northbo

und 
Transit 
Lane 

Alt. 5  
Agate 
Pass 

1 
SR 3 Southbound Ramps/ 
Olhava Way NW 

Signal B (19) 

Intersection LOS and delay are the same as 
Alternative 1. 

2 SR 3 Northbound Ramps Signal D (39) 

3 Viking Way NW Signal D (35) 

4 Bond Road NE Signal F (103) 

5 NE Forest Rock Lane Signal E (79) 

6 NE Liberty Road Signal D (46) 

7 NE Lincoln Road Signal D (48) 

8 NE Hostmark Street Signal D (50) 

9 Johnson Way NE Signal A (6) 

10 Noll Road TWSC F (99) 

11 Seminole Road NE TWSC F (99) 

12 Totten Road NE TWSC F (>100)1 

13 George Lane NE TWSC D (26) 

14 Sandy Hook Road NE TWSC D (32) 

15 Suquamish Way NE Signal F (179)2 F (234)2 F (144)2 F (144)2 F (144)2 

16 Agatewood Road NE TWSC E (38) 3 E (38) E (38) E (38) 

17 West Port Madison TWSC F (>100)1 3 F (>100)1 F (>100)1 F (>100)1 

18 NE Hidden Cove Road TWSC F (>100)1 3 F (>100)1 F (>100)1 F (>100)1 

19 NE Day Road Signal F (139) F (190) F (131) F (131) F (139) 

20 NE Lovgreen Road TWSC F(64) 3 F(64) F(61)) F(64) 

21 NE Koura Road TWSC E (41) 3 E (41) E (41) E (41) 

22 Sportsman Club Road NE Signal F (94) F (108) F (94) F (94) F (94) 

23 Madison Avenue Signal E (69) E (69) E (69) E (63) E (69) 

24 High School Road NE Signal D (51) D (51) D (51) D (50) D (51) 

25 Winslow Way Signal E (67) E (67) E (67) E (64) E (67) 

26 Harborview Drive NE Signal A (3) A (3) A (3) A (3) A (3) 

1 HCM software does not accurately report unsignailzed intersection delays over 100 seconds. 

 2 HCM 2000 methodology is used to calculate LOS and delay for all intersections except Suquamish Way NE. SimTraffic simulation is used for 
Suquamish Way NE because HCM methodology is not accurate due to high westbound right-turn volumes and only a 100 foot right-turn lane. 
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3 The exclusive transit center lane in Alternative 2 restricts side street traffic to right-in and right-out movements and north/south SR 305 traffic to 
through movements and right turns. 

 

7.2. Reliability Criteria 

All the BRT alternatives provide speed and reliability attributes to move transit around congested 
intersections.  Figure 7-5 shows the amount of dedicated transit runaway provide by each 
alternative with Alternatives 2 and 4 having the greatest amount.  In all cases, including the No 
Action, all signalized intersections have Transit Signal Priority to move buses through 
intersections. 

Figure 7-5 Miles of Dedicated Lanes 

Alternative Distance 

Alternative 1 
No Action 

0 Miles 

Alternative 2 
Reversible Center 
Lane 

6.74 Miles 

Alternative 3 
Select Intersections 

0.51 Miles 

Alternative 4 
Northbound Transit 
Lane 

4.28 Miles 

Alternative 5 
Agate Pass 
Improvements 

0.39 Miles 

Note:  New lanes may be exclusive transit right-of-way or shared with general traffic. 

 

Figure 7-6 Number of Signalized Intersections with TSP 

Alternative Signalized Intersections  

Alternative 1 
No Action 

16 

Alternative 2 
Reversible Center 
Lane 

16 

Alternative 3 
Select Intersections 

16 

Alternative 4 
Northbound Transit 
Lane 

16 

Alternative 5 
Agate Pass 
Improvements 

171 

Note:  All signals in the SR 305 corridor have transit priority/preemption.   

1 New signal would be added south of the Agate Pass Bridge. 
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7.3. Safety 

The Reversible Center Lane alternative raises some safety concerns for all modes, mostly due to 
the complexity and uniqueness of the BRT operation at intersections.  The Dedicated Northbound 
Transit Lane reduces vehicle merging and slightly improves safety.  The other alternatives do not 
greatly affect safety. 

Figure 7-7 Impact on the Safety of Autos, Pedestrians, Bikes and Transit 

Alternative 
Qualitative 

Ranking 
Comments 

Alternative 1 
No Action 

O 
 Minimal change to auto, pedestrian, bike, and transit facilities or 

operations. 

Alternative 2 
Reversible 
Center Lane 

-- 

 The transit center lane restricts emergency vehicle access and 
increases response time.   

 The Alternative increases the number of vehicles making u-turns at the 
signalized intersections which increases the potential for collisions.   

 The complexity of the system may lead to confusion and possible 
safety issues.  The directional change of the buses and the location of 
BRT stations either in the center of the roadway or on the side of 
roadway may confuse drivers and transit riders. 

 The Alternative improves auto safety by restricting turning movements 
at unsignalized intersections.  This minimizes the potential for right 
angle collisions of vehicles entering and exiting the side streets.   

 The Alternative reduces the number of locations where transit merges 
with general traffic.  

 Riders traveling in the peak direction need to access and wait on 
platform in median of highway 

Alternative 3 
Select 
Intersections 

O 
 Minimal change to auto, pedestrian, bike, and transit facilities or 

operations. 

Alternative 4 
Northbound 
Transit Lane 

+ 

 The northbound transit lane from the Winslow Ferry Terminal to NE 
Day Road reduces the number of locations where transit merges with 
general traffic.  

 The northbound transit lane also serves as a right-turn lane at 
intersections for safer deceleration. 

Alternative 5 
Agate Pass 
Improvements 

O 
 Minimal change to auto, pedestrian, bike, and transit facilities or 

operations. 

Key: + + + is highest rating, - - - is lowest rating, and O is neutral. 
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7.4. Costs 

Figure 7-8 Cost Comparison 

Direction 
Alt. 1 

No Action 
Alt. 2 

Center Lane 

Alt. 3 
Select 

Intersection 

Alt. 4 
Northbound 
Transit Lane 

Alt. 5  
Agate Pass 

Annual Operating Costs 

Operating Cost $1,674,000 $4,387,000 $4,692,000 $4,387,000 $4,692,000 

Implementation Capital Costs 

Capital Cost $36,800,000 $67,203,000 $23,018,000 $41,925,000 $21,948,000 
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APPENDIX A 

REVISED PEAK HOUR TRAVEL CONDITIONS 
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Figure 1 PM Peak Hour SR 305 Travel Conditions - 2008 and 2030 
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Figure 2 AM Peak Hour SR 305 Travel Conditions - 2008 and 2030 
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APPENDIX B 

STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

RESULTS AND COMMENT SUMMARIES 
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2008 SR 305 Corridor Vision -- Visioning Exercise 
Common Themes 

The comments and ideas shared throughout the project were pulled together and 

analyzed to find those messages that were most commonly expressed by workshop 

attendees. These common themes are summarized below for the corridor and each 

segment.  

General Comments for the Entire Corridor 

 Don’t widen the highway/don’t add additional lanes. 

 Strengthen community connectivity (reinforce the transportation network at the local level). 

 Preserve access to businesses and properties (strengthen the area’s economic vitality). 

 Respect, preserve and enhance community character. 

 Future transit should integrate with local community planning/transportation planning for 
future development. 

 Get people out of their cars – focus on moving people, not on moving cars. 

 Work closely with the Washington State Department of Transportation and Washington 
State Ferries to ensure cohesive planning, particularly at the Winslow Ferry Terminal. 

 Consider ferry system parity implications. What if more runs were added to Kingston and 
Bremerton routes?  What will happened with passenger only ferry service from Kingston 
to Seattle?  What about a passenger ferry out of Suquamish?  Ferry parity will help take 
pressure off SR 305 and the Winslow terminal. 

 Consider intersection improvements to increase capacity, such as: 

– Signal synchronization 

– Roundabouts 

– More left turn and right turn lanes 

– Longer turn lanes 

– Underpasses or overpasses at congested intersections 

 Workshop participants stated that the most congested intersections and corridor 
segments were: 

– Poulsbo – from Hostmark, north to Highway 3  

– North of the Agate Pass bridge 

– SR 305/SR 307 (Bond Road)  

– Totten Road and SR 305 

– Suquamish Way and SR 305 

– Day Road and SR 305 

– Sportsman Club Road and SR 305 
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– Madison and SR 305 

– High School Road and SR 305 

 Workshop participants also stated that they have a difficult time turning left at intersections 
and pulling out of driveways, particularly during peak commute hours. Some of the most 
difficult stretches mentioned were at the north end of the Island (Hidden Cove, Seabold, 
etc.) and through the Port Madison Reservation. 

Winslow to Agate Pass 

 Consider the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, and small personal vehicle use both on and 
off the highway. Consider possible locations for future pedestrian/bicycle pathway 
underpasses (under SR 305). 

 Even with an off-street network of pedestrian and bicycle pathways, continuous bike lanes 
will be needed on the highway. 

 The enhanced transit system should have both local and express runs. The local runs 
should include stops on Bainbridge Island (such as for Downtown/Winslow Way, High 
School Road, Day Road, etc.). 

 Coordinate ongoing SR 305 transit planning with the City’s Ferry District Urban Design 
Study, Winslow Tomorrow Plan, 2025, and nonmotorized planning efforts underway. Also, 
it will be critical to coordinate with WSF on Winslow Terminal master planning. 

 Coordinate transit planning with potential locations for new neighborhood service centers 
on the island. 

 Reinforce the planning principles of ―Green Island‖ and ―Compact City Center.‖ 

 Strengthen the Island’s existing street network off-highway through development of 
underpasses or overpasses and street extensions. 

Agate Pass to Poulsbo South City Limits 

 One of the most significant concerns is access to multiple properties – businesses and 
residential areas in this vicinity. 

 Preserve and enhance business property access and improve safety getting into and out 
of businesses through a continuous center turn lane/access lane. 

 Add additional turning capacity, as well as deceleration and acceleration lanes at major 
intersections such as Suquamish Way, Sandy Hook Road, Totten Road, etc. 

 Improving pedestrian safety and access to transit stops is critical for encouraging more 
transit ridership; bicycle safety and providing continuous bike lanes is also important. 

 Pedestrian safety improvements are needed; many people walk along the highway and 
cross the highway in this vicinity. 

 There was support from Port Madison Enterprises for development of a major ―Park & 
Ride‖ parking area at the casino and also for the potential development of a major new 
transit station/hub there in the future. 

 If an enhanced transit system is developed it should be located along the south side of the 
corridor and should connect directly to the casino. 
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Poulsbo South City Limits to Highway 3 

 The SR 305 widening project needs to proceed. Noise attenuation and construction of 
noise walls need to be part of the project. 

 Reduction of traffic noise of SR 305 is an ongoing concern. 

 Need traffic calming as you head south on SR 305, where the speed limit increases to 45 
mph. Can the speed limit be lowered in this area? 

 Consider roundabouts instead of signals at select intersections – we are ready for 
roundabouts here and we like using them! 

 Business access along SR 305 must be preserved and enhanced. 

 Intersection improvements are needed to keep traffic moving. 

 The City’s transportation system/network needs to be expanded to take pressure off of SR 
305 (extension of 7th Street, Noll Road as an alternate route, etc.). 

 We like the idea of expanded transit capacity and service, but how long will it take to 
implement?  Where will the funding come from?  What will it look like?  If it is elevated, it 
may impact homes and properties along SR 305. 

Next Generation Perspectives  

Obtaining input, comments, and ideas from the ―next generation‖ of drivers and commuters on the 
SR 305 corridor was an important element of the public involvement for the SR 305 Corridor 
Vision Study. Team members met with high school students and youth groups from the region, 
including students from the West Sound Academy, an independent college preparatory school 
with high school and middle school students located near Suquamish. The following are some of 
the common perspectives shared by students and youth related to the SR 305 Corridor Vision. 

 Thank you for inviting us to participate in planning for our future. 

 We need to think outside the norms as we look toward the future of transportation – with 
fuel prices going up dramatically and major concerns about climate change and the 
environmental effects of traffic congestion, clean, green transit solutions will be the best 
options for the future. 

 Be sure to preserve the trees along the corridor – won’t the elevated transit system 
require trees to be removed? 

 I ride transit, and I would ride it even more if there was more local service in this area. 

 The proposal for a transit/pedestrian/bicycle only bridge crossing at Agate Pass, adjacent 
to the existing bridge would really show that our region is forward thinking when it comes 
to transportation and that we are fully committed to minimizing impacts to the 
environment.  

 I like the idea of the LEVX system, but it will take awhile to build it. Bus rapid transit seems 
like the best interim option for getting a mass transit system going in our area. 

 Please don’t wreck the green beauty of Bainbridge Island and the forested landscape 
along the corridor. 
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 I think bus rapid transit in the center that might someday be replaced by a LEVX or other 
elevated system would be the best option. 

 Provide incentives to increase transit use!  Make the system affordable and use an 
advertising campaign. 

 SR 305 MUST remain two lanes. 

 A mass transit system needs to be instituted as soon as possible on the 305 corridor. 

 The long term solution needs to be compatible with local traffic needs, as well as flexible 
and adaptable to meet peoples’ needs in the future. 

 Other interim ideas need to be considered, such as increasing the hours the buses run on 
the corridor; encouraging telecommuting; offering incentives to ride transit; and other 
things.  

 I think it is important to make transit more effective while expanding the roadway as little 
as possible. Is important to preserve the vegetation, wildlife and stream corridors along 
SR 305.  

 I live on North Bainbridge Island and find myself using a vehicle to travel to town for 
errands. I want to use my car as little as possible. If I could use transit more, such as 
through a mass transit system on SR 305 – I would! 

 I like the idea of making a lane for buses or shuttles. I think that if there was some way to 
decrease the number of people commuting in vehicles, that would be the best solution.  

 Light rail and bus lanes seem smart. I would really like to see buses and transit in non-
commuter hours as well (i.e. afternoons and weekends). Added times would encourage 
me and many people in my age bracket to use mass transit. 

 Mass transit would be more economically and environmentally sustainable and beneficial.  

 Create space for mass transit only and do not encourage more driving. 

 Great presentation! Thank you – that was fun!  Good luck! 

Additional Comments during SR 305 Corridor Vision Study 
Development 

Multiple outreach activities occurred throughout the study process, including responses provided 
via the project website throughout the duration of the study and comments and perspectives 
shared in various meetings such as the November and December 2006 public workshops and 
various other meetings and presentations during the study. Many of the comments and 
perspectives shared by participants in these meetings were similar to those voiced as part of 
earlier visioning workshops. Comments and ideas received as a result of various the various 
outreach activities and meetings held during the course of the study are summarized below. 

General Corridor/Regional Comments 

 Many participants stated that the question of parity in ferry service is one that must be 
addressed throughout the region in the coming years, since this will have major 
implications on the traffic along the SR 305 corridor.  
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 There was a lot of strong interest and support expressed for continuing to pursue 
passenger only ferry service, including in Kingston – one of the most often mentioned 
locations. Example comments: ―Passenger ferry service to Kingston is needed and very 
important!‖ –and– ―Additional fast ferry (passenger only) service is needed throughout the 
north county. WSF needs to consider fast ferry routes from Suquamish, Agate Pass and 
even Poulsbo that provide service directly to Seattle. This could be very effective in 
reducing auto traffic on SR 305 over the long term.‖ 

 A couple of participants suggested moving the car ferry to Suquamish and providing 
passenger only ferry service to Bainbridge Island. Then improving the highway to four 
lanes (two in each direction) between Suquamish and Highway 3, and providing a large 
park and ride facility in the vicinity of Clearwater Casino. 

 Many participants expressed that they would love to see enhanced transit capacity and 
service transit implemented along SR 305, and of those, many were in favor of the LEVX 
system or a similar type of smaller scale elevated system.  

 One participant suggested that to complete the system, another leg could be formed 
between the Bainbridge Island ferry terminal and Bremerton and then Bremerton and 
Poulsbo should be connected to complete a triangle of coverage for the region, with spurs 
from this core triangle expanding to the remaining parts of the county. 

 One participant questioned if any alternate highway routes had been identified – ―Have 
you looked at undeveloped land in the county for possible transportation routes?  In my 
opinion mass transit should not be the only long range solution considered.‖ 

 Several participants had questions about what an elevated system might look like. They 
were concerned that it would impact views or affect the scenic qualities of the corridor. 
Many stated that an ultra-modern, large scale elevated system would not be appropriate. 
Several agreed that a smaller scale system that blended with the community setting and 
rural/natural character of the corridor would be a better option. Example comment: ―It is 
hard to envision an elevated high capacity transit alternative (such as a monorail) that 
would not affect the beautiful landscape along the corridor. I do support at-grade transit 
solutions, such as at-grade light rail though.‖ 

 Many participants were concerned about increasing traffic noise on SR 305, and saw the 
benefit of getting more people to use transit in the corridor, which would create less noise 
impacts that vehicle congestion noise. Still others were concerned about noise associated 
with buses. Many supported the idea of an enhanced transit system on SR 305 since it 
likely would be quieter solution for moving people in the corridor. Example comment: ―As 
traffic on SR 305 increases, how will noise be mitigated?  Maybe a quieter transit system 
will be the solution!‖ 

 Several participants suggested taking a closer look at the ferry system operations at the 
Bainbridge Island ferry terminal. Example comment: ―The efficiency of ferry system 
loading and unloading could be greatly improved. Look at European examples, such as 
the Helsingor, Denmark to Helsingborg, Sweden ferry system, where thousands of 
pedestrian and bicycle passengers board and alight in a few minutes.‖  

 Several participants felt that high cost, large scale systems such as monorail and fully-
elevated light rail transit would not be feasible as long-term solutions for the corridor. 
Example comment: ―Don’t waste resources and funds pursuing options with high capital 
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costs or that are inflexible over the long term. Look for flexible, lower cost solutions – 
including bus rapid transit options.‖   

 Many participants expressed interest in expanded bus/transit service in the local network. 
In addition to thinking about enhanced capacity transit on the SR 305 corridor, they also 
wanted to make sure there was emphasis on expanding hours of service and local 
circulation routes to and from the ferry terminal and other stations. Example comment: 
―Provide small bus circulator systems from the SR 305capacity transit stations/transit main 
line to ensure the highest level of ridership and access to the system.‖ 

 Many people suggested that more incentives to getting people to use transit and not use 
their automobiles as much need to be introduced. Example comment: ―No matter how 
much we love our cars (and I have six!), we have to get out of them – we must move 
toward grade separated transit that will attract people out of their cars.‖  –and– ―Why 
aren’t more people riding the buses now? We need a thorough, accurate survey of ferry 
riders, asking why they drive on or to the ferry. Is their care needed on the Seattle side? 
What would encourage them to use transit today or future mass transit?‖ –and– ―It’s 
possible that some additions to the Kitsap Transit schedules and/or more stops would 
increase ridership.‖ 

 Many participants commented that for people to use transit, they must see a strong 
lifestyle benefit, such as time savings because transit will get them to and from the ferry 
faster than driving. 

 A few participants reminded the study team not to forget that some people have to use 
their cars due to the nature of their trip. Transit is not a solution for them. Example 
comments: ―I am a contractor and I have to take my tools and equipment to the job site.‖ –
and–―Don’t forget about the tourists who use this route as a means to get to and from their 
vacation destinations. Transit may not be a solution for them. And also there is the 
freight/truck traffic.‖ –and-  ―On the other hand, if you can get more of the daily commuters 
to use the transit system, that will leave more capacity on the highway for those who have 
to use it for their travel purposes.‖ 

 Many participants expressed interest in making sure that any improvements along SR 305 
are consistent with local community goals, values and enhance quality of life. Example 
comment: ―Whatever solutions are considered, please preserve our unique and cherished 
quality of life in this region.‖ 

 Many participants also were concerned about what impacts future corridor improvements 
might have on natural resources, wildlife, stream corridors, trees/vegetation, and other 
environmental resources. At the same time, people clearly recognized that implementing 
transit solutions would bring significant environmental benefits, such as reduced 
congestion, pollution/emissions, and more efficient use of fossil fuels and other energy 
resources.  

 A very common perspective shared by many workshop participants was the need for 
broader education about why transit is important. Participants expressed strong interest in 
broadening awareness about the need for funding transit improvements, as well as 
pedestrian and bicycle improvements in the corridor. Example comments: ―We need to 
continue to educate ourselves and our citizens about these issues and about why 
expanding transit service is important. Many people still think that road widening and more 
traffic lanes is what are needed, and they don’t realize how this additional traffic will 
impact our communities and our environment.‖ –and- ―We need to change the way we 
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travel on SR 305 – put more emphasis on bus/transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 
improvements, rather than improvements for automobiles. Provide at-grade pedestrian 
crossings with in-road lighting, and grade separated pedestrian and bicycle crossings 
wherever feasible.‖ 

 Several participants encouraged continued smart growth planning and integration of land 
use and transportation planning. Example comment: ―I came from what once was a small 
town and the city planners were so successful at accommodating growth that it 
became………Los Angeles. If sitting in traffic for hours is pain…..good. Don’t make it so 
easy on people because if you build it (i.e. highway widening, more traffic lanes), they will 
come.‖ 

 Many participants complimented the public process for this study. Example comment: 
―Public information, involvement, and presentations have been very good to excellent on 
this project. The consultants have provided interesting content and have been responsive 
to public comments. They are clearly knowledgeable people.‖  

 Many participants thanked the agencies involved for working together as partners and 
generally supported the idea of completing a planning study like this with a view towards 
transit needs in the future. Example comment: ―We applaud your regional approach to 
transportation planning. We have to consider the needs of the whole of North Kitsap 
County, not just those of Poulsbo and Bainbridge Island.‖  

Bainbridge Island 

Common perspectives shared by shared by public process participants related to the Bainbridge 
Island segment of the corridor frequently centered around placing an emphasis on community 
preservation, pedestrian-friendliness, local transit service/circulation, and reducing potential 
environmental impacts. Many, many participants expressed the need to look at other solutions in 
addition to transit for moving travelers across the Island, including bicycling and non-motorized 
facilities. Bicyclists were frequent participants in the process and strong advocates for a 
separated pathway across the island, as well as continued safe bike lanes and facilities for 
bicyclists on the SR 305 corridor. Example individual comments received included the following: 

 ―The pedestrian should be the highest priority. Develop a people friendly downtown and 
ferry district. SLOW the traffic down.‖   

 ―Provide local transit connections and transit circulation on streets such as Winslow Way, 
Ferncliff, and Erickson – they must accommodate more bus and car traffic.‖ 

 ―Protect our neighborhoods. Avoid wide thoroughfares and create a more connected 
roadway network on the Island.‖ 

 ―Keep Ferncliff and Erikson as quiet neighborhood/pedestrian/bicycle streets. Keep all 
motorized traffic on SR 305.‖  

 ―Please give us a right-turn only lane from SR 305 (southbound) onto Winslow Way. 
There used to be one but signage was so poor that ferry waiters would sit in the right lane. 
Is everyone supposed to go around via High School Road and Madison?  Why must they 
go 3-4 miles out of their way to get to downtown? We need three lanes: left turn only, 
straight ahead only, and right turn only, with CLEAR SIGNAGE.‖ 

 ―A roundabout at Winslow Way is NOT the answer. Imaging how congested it would be 
when a ferry is loading or unloading. How would pedestrians navigate through the area to 
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get to and from the ferry terminal? I suggest instead: keep the signal and use a scatter 
system for pedestrians. This is low cost (simply reprogram/replace the signal), no need for 
increased space, very pedestrian-friendly and efficient. Sometimes the simplest, easiest 
solutions work the best.‖ 

 ―There should be consideration of a south Bainbridge connection to East Bremerton, 
affording a more direct route to the Silverdale area. I understand that a study completed 
several years ago recommended this connection.‖ 

 ―The sentiment on Bainbridge Island is to avoid widening of SR 305 or adding another 
bridge from the Island to the Bremerton area. This is the way most people feel.‖ 

 ―Shorter and more frequent signal light settings might help traffic congestion in the corridor 
– such as at Sportsman Club and Madison.‖  

 ―How about a free city-sponsored bus to a park and ride just off the island for the workers 
of Winslow?‖ 

 ―Day Road vicinity is an important employment/activity area, and a mix of other uses could 
be developed there. As such, it could be a good location for a new transit station. How will 
this affect land use patterns throughout the Island?‖ 

 ―A lot of work has gone into our Non-Motorized Plan here. We would like to see this study 
support that planning effort and recognize the need for multi-use pathways along the 
corridor, or segments of it. We are looking for opportunities to create a cross-island multi-
use pathway, portions of which would parallel the 305 highway.‖ 

 ―If this is a 50 year vision, you have to consider that other types of small scale transport 
vehicles might use the SR 305 shoulders in the future – such as scooters, solar powered 
golf cart-type vehicles, and a range of other single person or double person motorized and 
non-motorized options.‖ 

 ―We support the need for a non-motorized network across the island, but it’s also 
important for SR 305 to continue to support bicycling as a primary commuter route. 
Adequate shoulder widths for cycling are still needed in some locations on the island. Why 
aren’t bike lanes striped and symboled as bike lanes?‖  

 ―Please look at the potential to upgrade facilities for bicyclists along the corridor. Transit 
stations should have bike racks/lockers where possible.‖ 

 ―Expanding transit is the best solution for reducing automobile traffic congestion and 
pollution across the Island.‖ 

Suquamish Area 

Common perspectives shared by shared by public process participants related to the Suquamish 
segment of the corridor often focused on concerns related to establishing ferry service in 
Suquamish (either supportive of, or not supportive of this), issues related to congestion in the 
vicinity of the Suquamish Way intersection and Agate Pass bridge, the need for walkable routes 
(pedestrian pathways) along SR 305 in this area, the need to preserve private access to 
properties along the corridor, and the need for better local connectivity – including additional local 
transit service to and from the village area. Example individual comments received included the 
following: 
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 ―The potential for an additional ferry terminal (cars and passengers and/or passenger 
only) in Suquamish should be studied. This would reduce the need for improvements to 
SR 305 through Bainbridge Island and reduce commute time to the Poulsbo area.‖ 

 ―We are concerned about the level of traffic congestion and potential impacts that might 
occur to the town of Suquamish if any type of ferry service is established here.‖ 

 ―With the new hotel and other improvements at the Clearwater Casino Resort and Spa, 
we are expecting to see an increase in traffic on SR 305. We also operate a shuttle to 
bring our customers to the casino from the Bainbridge Island ferry terminal. Our busiest 
peaks are in the evenings from 6:00 pm to midnight during the week and weekends.‖  

 ―The study needs to put more emphasis on the importance of solving the traffic problems 
and issues related to the Agate Pass bridge and Suquamish Way intersection as part of 
any corridor alternative.‖ 

 ―I would like to see a roundabout at the Suquamish Way intersection. There are so many 
accidents on the bridge because people are looking at the view but the traffic light stops 
traffic and it backs up onto the bridge.‖ 

 ―What about grade separation at the Suquamish Way intersection? Should look at a 
diversity of options for that area.‖   

 ―The existing Park & Ride on the north side of the bridge should be moved; it causes 
congestion and compromises safety of through highway traffic.‖ 

 ―The Casino would be interested in hosting a larger Park & Ride and transit station on our 
site – perhaps integrated into the parking structure or elsewhere on land nearby.‖  

 ―Our senior citizens, kids, and other folks frequently walk along the highway to access the 
bus stops and to get from one place to another. We would like to see pathways along the 
highway, separated from traffic.‖ 

 ―I often feel like I’m risking my life when I get off work and then walk to the bus stop on SR 
305. People drive so fast on the highway and there is no safe place to walk.‖ 

 ―We would like to see more transit service coming into Suquamish. Can service hours be 
expanded?‖ 

 ―We are working on a plan to create better connectivity throughout the community. The 
SR 305 corridor is a barrier to us since our people live on both sides of the highway. The 
cultural center is on the west side, but the village is on the east side. As we plan for transit 
improvements, we need to make sure we consider how we can facilitate better 
connectivity throughout the community and not create more of a barrier.‖ 

Poulsbo Area 

Common perspectives shared by shared by public process participants related to the Poulsbo 
segment of the corridor generally centered on strong support for expanded transit service, with 
several participants expressing specific support for the LEVX system. Participants also continued 
to express strong interest in reducing traffic congestion on SR 305 through Poulsbo and 
encouraged looking at more cross connectivity, alternate north-south travel routes, and other 
ideas for vehicles to get around Poulsbo without having to use the SR 305 corridor. Enhancing 
the community’s character/sense of place, livability, walkability, and connectivity to transit also 
were important suggestions. Many Poulsbo residents expressed a strong interest in roundabouts 
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as viable solutions to intersection congestion. Example individual comments received included 
the following: 

 ―Road widening and highway widening is not the answer. We can’t build our way out of 
congestion!‖ 

 ―LEVX is a great solution! How quickly can it be built?  If it isn’t possible to build it sooner, 
we definitely need to look at other options in the interim, such as bus rapid transit.‖ 

 ―I strongly support a high capacity transit system that is affordable, efficient, and well-
integrated with the community.‖ 

 ―We are worried about how an elevated system might look through Poulsbo. Will it block 
views?  Will there be noise that will impact adjacent homes and properties?‖ 

 ―We ride transit all the time and would ride it more if there was more service throughout 
the area and longer hours of service. Need more weekend service.‖ 

 ―Round-abouts would be a great solution. I’ve spent a lot of time in the Netherlands and 
they seem to work well in both large and small communities. These would also enhance 
our European appeal here.‖ 

 ―I think if you design the Hwy 3 off ramp so Kingston ferry traffic would not have to stop at 
the stop lights on Hwy 305, that would alleviate a lot of the traffic congestion at the Hwy 3 
and 305 interchange.‖ 

 ―Local connectivity is important in Poulsbo – provide alternate routes to get through the 
town so everyone doesn’t have to use SR 305.‖ 

 ―Consider turning 10th Avenue into a two-lane, one-way northbound road and the existing 
305 roadway as a two-lane, one-way south with an attractive green belt in between.‖ 

 ―Please make SR 305 and the Bond Road intersection more pedestrian friendly. We need 
crosswalks, sidewalks, and better waiting areas at the corner. Families and seniors live 
nearby and there are many who would walk more if it were safer.‖ 

 ―We need to make the SR 305 corridor feel more like it’s a part of the community rather 
than a barrier through the community. As properties redevelop along the corridor, they 
need to take on a more pedestrian-friendly appeal and provide architectural character that 
is more representative of the community as a whole. Right now this part of the corridor 
looks too much like strip commercial.‖ 

Joint Meeting of Councils, April 2007  

Perspectives gathered from area leaders including the council members (and mayors/chairs) of 
the cities of Bainbridge Island and Poulsbo and the Suquamish Tribe are summarized below: 

 The data sources for this study are based on Puget Sound Regional Council planning 
data and other existing data sources. Much of this data and information is in a state of flux 
and will soon be updated. The state ferries system will be going through planning in the 
coming years to more closely evaluate the issue of parity across the system. There is 
more analysis available related to passenger only ferry service across the region. The 
next phase of alternatives analysis needs to include a process for collecting updated data 
and information and integrating all the most current available data. 
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 We need a more detailed origin and destination study to tell us where traffic is coming 
from on SR 305. We need to better understand how much of the traffic is related to 
businesses, construction, workers in Winslow, etc. More and more it appears that traffic 
congestion may be the result of local growth and access, rather than being heavily driven 
by access to and from the ferry terminal. Also, we need to remember that many of the 
travelers on SR 305, may be related to shorter trips bound for destinations off the corridor. 
Expanded transit service focused solely in the corridor may not address these needs. 

 We haven’t yet decided if the Day Road area should be a station area or a Neighborhood 
Service Center. The employment uses there would function well with enhanced transit 
service on SR 305, but Bainbridge Island will need to go through our local planning 
process to confirm the long term vision for land uses along the corridor. 

 The potential impacts related to multiple transit stations and park and ride facilities in 
Poulsbo need to be considered. What will these look like?  How will they be integrated into 
the community?  Would a large scale Park & Ride and station be too overwhelming in one 
location? 

 It appears that the reversible center lane bus rapid transit concept could be a good interim 
solution, and could serve as a place holder for LEVX or another type of fixed guideway 
system. 

 I like the idea of using the space beneath an elevated system for multiple purposes – 
could be used for a pathway, green/natural landscape, etc. 

 Underpasses and overpasses can become a barrier to community.  

 Please consider the need for small bus circulator systems that would be supportive to the 
SR 305 Corridor transit mainline. 

 Don’t forget to consider how other Central and North Kitsap communities access this 
corridor – including today’s commuters and people who come here for services, as well as 
future commuters. Central Kitsap is growing, as are surrounding counties, such as 
Jefferson and Clallam. 

 More of an emphasis needs to be placed on the Agate Pass bridge and Suquamish Way 
intersection issues. This study only touches on those problems. A more detailed 
engineering analysis is really needed. 

 Are there some more simple solutions out there that we need to look at in the near term?  
Such as sequencing of traffic lights? 

 We as leaders of the region need to carefully consider the right sequence for transit 
improvements. We need to move forward thoughtfully and incrementally.  

 This study provides a great opportunity and good material for broadening awareness 
about issues and educating people about the value of transit use in preserving quality of 
life and strengthening our communities. 

 We specifically developed the phrase ―Transportation Choices for Tomorrow – Connecting 
Communities‖ as part of the title for the SR 305 Corridor Vision because we recognized 
the important role the corridor plays in connecting our communities. We understand the 
economic synergy that the corridor facilitates for people who travel between work and 
home and who access goods and services across communities. 
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 This vision will guide us…it will guide our land use planning efforts. Thank you to all the 
partners and individuals who invested their time, resources, and energy in creating this 
study. 

 I agree – this vision is a great start and it is also a vision that may change over time as 
social and economic circumstances might change. We are building a bridge…all working 
together as a region to find the right solutions, and this study is providing the opportunity 
to get ahead of the curve. 

 The study has done an effective job of defining a manageable range of alternatives that 
can be applied incrementally and smartly to each area as time progresses. 

 The regional approach and partnership is a great model for others who are facing similar 
challenges. 

 

NOTE: This appendix will be updated to reflect comments received during the current phase 
of transit study after the November and December 2010 meetings. 
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APPENDIX C 

TRAFFIC DATA COLLECTION 
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Traffic Data Collection and Analysis of 2008 Conditions  

To provide traffic analysis for the SR 305 Alternative Analysis Technical Study, the project team 
analyzed the operations of 39 intersections in the SR 305 corridor for the AM and PM peak hours.  
In October and November 2009, the team performed field work to record the street geometry, 
traffic control devices, speed limits and other information needed for the analysis.  The WSDOT 
provided  the signal timing plans for the signalized intersections.  

The WSDOT recently conducted several intersection turning movement counts in the SR 305 
corridor as part of updating their signal timing plans.  The WSDOT provided AM and PM turning 
movement counts for 18 of the study intersections.  All Traffic Data was hired to count another 18 
intersections.  The remaining three intersections provide access to minimal development and the 
traffic generation was estimated for these locations.  Figure C-1 below shows the 39 intersections 
we plan to analyze, the source of the count, count date and if the intersection is signalized or not.     

To supplement the AM and PM peak hour counts, All Traffic Data collected 7-day 24-hour tube 
counts on SR 305 at seven locations.  These locations are listed below in Figure C-2.  The 
WSDOT provided a 2007 24-hour tube count on SR 305 north of NE Day Road and additional 
older 24-hour counts that will be used as historical reference.  

The team also performed travel time surveys for the length of SR 305 during the AM and PM 
peak periods.  These data will help us calibrate the study’s Synchro/SimTraffic models. 
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Figure C-1 SR 305 Study Intersections  

      

 

 

  

ID Major Street Minor Street AM PM Count Date

Signalized 

Intersection

1 SR 305 SR 3 Southbound Ramps/Olhava Way NW WSDOT WSDOT 9-2008 Yes

2 SR 305 SR 3 Northbound Ramps WSDOT WSDOT 9-2008 Yes

3 SR 305 Viking Way WSDOT WSDOT 9-2008 Yes

4 SR 305 Bond Road NE WSDOT WSDOT 10-2008 Yes

5 SR 305 NE Forest Rock Lane WSDOT WSDOT 9-2008 Yes

6 SR 305 NE Liberty Road WSDOT WSDOT 9-2008 Yes

7 SR 305 NE Lincoln Road WSDOT WSDOT 9-2008 Yes

8 SR 305 NE Hostmark Street WSDOT WSDOT 9-2008 Yes

9 SR 305 NE Tollefson Street Counted Counted 10-2008 No

10 SR 305 Sol Vei Street NE Counted Counted 10-2008 No

11 SR 305 Baywatch Court NE Estimate Estimate No

12 SR 305 Johnson Way NE Counted Counted 10-2008 No

13 SR 305 Noll Road NE Counted Counted 10-2008 No

14 SR 305 Delate Road NE Counted Counted 10-2008 No

15 SR 305 Seminole Road NE Counted Counted 10-2008 No

16 SR 305 Creative Drive Counted Counted 10-2008 No

17 SR 305 Totten Road NE Counted Counted 10-2008 No

18 SR 305 Cedar Glen Mobile Home Driveway Counted Counted 10-2008 No

19 SR 305 George Lane NE Counted Counted 10-2008 No

20 SR 305 Candy Loop Road NE WSDOT WSDOT 8-2006 No

21 SR 305 Sandy Hook Road NE WSDOT WSDOT 8-2006 No

22 SR 305 NE Laura Loop Road WSDOT WSDOT 8-2006 No

23 SR 305 Suquamish Way NE WSDOT WSDOT 7-2008 Yes

24 SR 305 Reitan Road NE Counted Counted 10-2008 No

25 SR 305 Agatewood Road NE Counted Counted 10-2008 No

26 SR 305 NE Seabold Road/W Port Madison Road Counted Counted 10-2008 No

27 SR 305 NE Seabold Church Road Counted Counted 10-2008 No

28 SR 305 NE Manual Road Estimate Estimate No

29 SR 305 NE Hidden Cove Road Counted Counted 10-2008 No

30 SR 305 NE Day Road WSDOT WSDOT 7-2007 Yes

31 SR 305 NE Lovegreen Road Counted Counted 10-2008 No

32 SR 305 Just A Meer Lane NE/NE Morgan Lane Estimate Estimate No

33 SR 305 NE Koura Road Counted Counted 10-2008 No

34 SR 305 Sportsman Club Road NE WSDOT WSDOT 7-2007 Yes

35 SR 305 Madison Avenue WSDOT WSDOT 6-2007 Yes

36 SR 305 High School Road NE WSDOT WSDOT 6-2007 Yes

37 SR 305 NE Vineyard Lane Counted Counted 10-2008 No

38 SR 305 Winslow Way WSDOT WSDOT 6-2007 Yes

39 SR 305 Harborview Drive NE WSDOT WSDOT 7-2008 Yes
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Figure C-2 SR 305 Locations for 7-Day 24-Hour Tube Counts 

 

 

ID Street Location

1 SR 305 North of Bond Road

2 SR 305 North of Linoln

3 SR 305 South of Hostmark Street

4 SR 305 West of Suquamish Way (Clearwater Casino)

5 SR 305 North of Reitan Road and South of Agate Pass Bridge

6 SR 305 North of Sportsman Club Road

7 SR 305 North of High School Road

8 SR 305 North of Winslow Way
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APPENDIX D 

FALL 2008 RIDECHECK RESULTS 
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APPENDIX E 

REVISED TRANSIT AND PARK & RIDE DEMAND 
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Revised Transit and Park & Ride Demand 

The following transit and Park & Ride demand estimates are revised from those established for 
the SR 305 Corridor Vision Study.  The updated ferry ridership estimates done for the 
Washington State Ferries 2009 Long Range Plan reduced projections for future ferry boardings 
affecting both the transit ridership estimates and the Park & Ride demand estimates. Additionally, 
the vehicle capacity on the double-decker buses currently being planned for by Kitsap Transit is 
greater than that for the base BRT vehicle estimate used in the Vision Study, further reducing the 
peak vehicle need.  The following tables provide the revised estimates used in the SR 305 
Alternative Analysis Technical Study calculations. 

Figure E-1 Projected Transit Ridership in SR 305 Corridor 

Factor Estimate Per 
Ferry Landing2 

2010 Walk-on ferry ridership1 (2,660 per PM Peak) 566 

2030 Walk-on ferry ridership1 (3,480 per PM Peak) 740 

Increase in walk-on ferry ridership 174 

 
 

2010 Transit ridership (34% of walk-on)3 192 

2030 Transit ridership (2010 + increase in walk-ons)4 367 

 
 

BRT vehicle needs (based on vehicle capacity of 83) 5 
12009 WSF LRP Appendix D (Ridership Forecasting Technical Report), page 16 

2Per ferry landing estimates are based on 4.7 landings per PM peak period (3:00 – 7:00) in Bainbridge Island 

3Based on a 34% transit mode share for ferry riders using 2003 transit and Ferry ridership estimates 

4 Parking limitations at ferry terminal will result new walk-on riders not being able to park at the ferry terminal 
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Figure E-2 Park & Ride Need 

Factor  Estimate 

2010 Walk-on PM peak ferry ridership1 (2,660 per PM Peak) 2,660 

2030 Walk-on PM peak ferry ridership1 (3,480 per PM Peak) 3,480 

Increase in walk-on PM peak ferry ridership 820 

Increase in walk-on all-day ferry ridership (125% of PM peak)2 1,025 

Increase in Park & Ride demand (70% of increase in walk-ons)3 718 

Allocation of Park & Ride Spaces  
 

Day Road  25% of increase in demand4 179 

Viking Way North Kitsap facilities absorb 50%5 of 
increase in demand plus the roughly 300 
spaces currently used for Route 90 
service 

174 

Poulsbo/South of Hostmark 319 

Casino/Suquamish Way 166 

Total 838 
12009 WSF LRP Appendix D (Ridership Forecasting Technical Report), page 16 

2Based on peak to all-day ratio for ferry ridership estimates by WSF  

370% Park & Ride use based on existing usage along with assumption that future land uses will remain dominated by automobile dependent 
developments  

4Assumes 25% travel to Bainbridge Island based on 2002 license plate survey at Winslow ferry terminal conducted for the City of Bainbridge 
Island –Island Wide Transportation Study.   

5North Kitsap Park & Ride capacity based on 50% travel north of Agate Pass per ferry terminal license plate survey. 

 


