
Consultation Guide…Some facts you may want to have with you at the public meetings… 
 
1.  p 1.  "Despite a significant recent increase in provincial government contributions to ferry operations . . . 
" 
FACT: The FY 2012 service fee was $126.59M, including the northern adjustment.  That was increased to 
$148.57M for FY2013 and then drops to $136.75M for FY 2014, $135.81M for FY 2015 and $135.07M for 
FY 2016.  Taking the northern adjustment of about $35M out of those totals, it means an increase of about 
$9M in the basic service fee over a span of 13 years.  Or about 1 tenth of 1%, compounded annually. 
 Would you consider this significant? 
 
2.  p. 2. "During the course of that [the Commissioner's] review, the Commissioner estimated that if BC 
Ferries was left to recover its costs under current conditions and service levels, fare increases for fiscal 
2012/13 could have been as high as 16% on the routes connecting Vancouver Island to the Lower 
Mainland, 81% on northern routes . . . and 43% for the smaller routes in the Gulf and mid-island regions". 
 
FACT: The previous Commissioner, in his preliminary ruling for PT3 (2012/13 to 2015/16), calculated the 
fare cap for the majors at 4.25% and for the non-majors at 8.23%, with specified cost containment 
measures directed toward BCF.  One wonders at the purpose for citing such high 'could have been' 
numbers. 
 
3.  p. 3. "As the large routes account for 73% of operating revenues . . . a small increase to fares on these 
routes provides greater support for the smaller routes" 
 
FACT: For the same reason, a small decrease to service on those routes provides a greater saving than on 
the smaller routes, and in most, if not all, cases, with less impact. 
 
4.  p. 3. "In response to the Commissioner's report, the Province is contributing an additional $79.5M on 
behalf of taxpayers to 2016." 
 
FACT:  Of that $79.5M, $25M went to BCF as a capital investment for FY2012, when the year was already 
closed.  A further $21.5M has gone to the current fiscal year, where the fares are already in place.  That 
leaves a remainder of $33M that has any bearing on fares, to be spread over the next three years, at an 
average of $11M per year.  A footnote: that's $33M over total revenue in excess of $2.2B.  Yes, that's two 
point two BILLION dollars.  The $33M is a drop in the bucket against the total cost of running this very 
large ferry company.  
 
5.  p. 3. "Similarly, fares on popular commuter routes such as Gabriola to Nanaimo rose by 79% between 
1992 and 2002 and by a further 82% since." 
 
FACT: The fares cited are for cash fares.  The prepaid fares for Gabriola, which commuters use, increased 
from $9.70 to $20.80 between 2003 and 2012, an increase of 114%.  Prepaid fares, the fares commonly 
used by residents, have generally increased at a substantially greater rate than the cash fares which they've 
effectively been subsidizing. 
 
FACT: The 79% increase obviously was on a much lower starting point than the next 82% increase, 
pushing fares to and beyond the 'tipping point' in the second decade and as described by the Commissioner. 
 
6.  p. 4. "Both vehicle and passenger ridership, flat for much of the last decade, have declined since the 
global economic downturn in 2008" 
 
FACT: Vehicle traffic on minor and northern routes began its decline in 2005.  Minor route passenger 
traffic began its decline in 2004, on the northern routes in 2005.  Even including limited recoveries from 
particularly bad years, the trend has been consistently downward with a 9% loss in vehicle and passenger 
traffic since 2003 for the minors.  The northern routes saw a 26% loss in passenger traffic and a 31% loss in 
vehicle traffic in the same period.  These traffic losses were masked by the major route traffic which saw 
slight increases until 2008. See attached graphs. 
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7.  p 4. "In 2011/12, BC Ferries reported the lowest vehicle numbers in 13 years and the lowest passenger 
traffic in 21 years" 
 
FACT: Current traffic trend is on track to record the lowest vehicle numbers in 14 years and the lowest 
passenger numbers in 22 years.  
 
8.  p. 4. "This is consistent with  . . . Washington State, where ridership has dropped as well" 
 
FACT: Washington State Ferries imposed substantial fare hikes about the same time as BC Ferries did, and 
attributed the loss of traffic to those increases. 
 
9.  p. 4. "Some ferry users have blamed this decline on the increased in ferry fares" 
 
FACT:  Just "some"? 
 
10.  p. 4. "However, BC's inland ferries, where passengers do not have to pay, have also seen a decline in 
ridership over the last few years." 
 
FACT:  This may be interesting, but the inland system has almost nothing in common with the lifeline 
coastal service.  If the implied logic, that fares don't affect traffic, is valid then it extends to the question of 
charging cost-related fares on the inland routes with the expectation there would be no further loss of 
traffic.  The Gov't contributed $21.4M to the inland ferries in fiscal year 2012.  As well, the Gov't just 
awarded a $26.5M contract to build an 80 car ferry to sail between Galena Bay and Shelter Bay on the 
Upper Arrow Lake.  All with zero recovery from, and expanded service for, the users. 
 
11.   p. 4. The graphs 
 
FACT: Graphs that show totals, when variances of a few percent are critical, are misleading in that they 
appear to show an essentially flat line.  The appropriate graphs, if one isn't trying to mask the degree of 
change, are change graphs, such as those attached. 
 
12.  p. 5. Again, the graphs 
 
FACT: The utilization graphs used are deceiving due to the truncated Y-axis scale.  They imply that 
utilization on routes such as 40, 7, 18 and 26 is almost trivial compared to that on the busier routes.  Bar 
graphs show relative amounts and accordingly, responsible analysts start the Y-axis at 0.  Not 20%, which 
skews the comparison, leading to a skewed conclusion. 
 
13.  p. 6. Again, "The Province is contributing an additional $79.5 million on behalf of taxpayers to 2016", 
already discussed. 
 
14. p.6. ". . . shortfalls on routes (prior to any taxpayer contributions) should be considered when discussing 
what service levels are sustainable." 
 
FACT:  Service fees are presently in place for the next three years.  Selecting sailings to be cut on the basis 
of service fee level has no connection to savings toward the $30M objective.  The gap between cost of 
providing the service and revenue recoverable from reasonable fares is a function of distances, population 
distribution, weather and nature of seas encountered en route.  The ferry service is supposedly intended to 
connect rural coastal communities, within limits. By definition that will involve varying degrees of 
contribution for each situation, and great care if those limits are to be changed once established. 
 
15. p.7. Annual vehicle utilization rates 
 
FACT:  The utilization rates for the majors do not take into consideration the idle time of the ferries held in 
reserve for peak times (two of the four ferries on rte 1, for instance).  It's much easier to have high 
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utilization rates when additional 'no-penalty' ferries can be added to or removed from service to match 
demand, than it is with only one ferry and crews with 8-hour or 12-hour shifts, to serve a route  
 
FACT: The table makes no reference to user contribution to any of those routes, as compared to Gov't 
contribution. 
 
16. p.8. "To put these funding pressures into perspective, covering future anticipated shortfalls (assuming 
no further ridership declines) and using only fare increases, would require an across-the-board increase of 
11% in 2016/17 combined with an increase to cover inflation each year until 2019/20." 
 
FACT: The Gov't budget covers inflation and other cost increases in all their other budgets, inland ferries 
being but one example.  Coastal ferries seem to be an anomaly. 
 
FACT: Every trend line projection suggests it is 'highly unlikely' there will be no further ridership declines 
barring either a miracle or a significant fare roll-back. 
 
17. p. 9. "Long-Term Vision:  The provincial government is committed to a long-term vision to connect 
coastal communities in an affordable, efficient and sustainable manner" 
 
FACT: The objectives that follow this vision omit any reference to 'affordable', relying instead on "a ferry 
service that is safe, reliable, efficient, transparent and accountable." 
 
18. p. 12. "When completing the feedback form, please do not include the personal opinions or personal 
information of individuals other than yourself." 
 
FACT: individuals are at liberty to include whatever they want including comments or opinions by family 
member or friends who may not have the opportunity to respond. 
 
19. p. 13. "What is the best way of achieving $26M in savings?" 
 
FACT: No reference is made to economic or social impact on individuals, businesses or communities of 
cuts to their lifeline service. 
 
FACT: No reference is made to additional Gov't funding…consider adding it in to your comments 
whenever you can. 
 
20. p 13 "Basic levels of service should be considered, ie., for most  users, ferry service would be provided 
to and from work or school." 
 
FACT: basic ferry service includes substantially more than going to school or work, such as medical, legal, 
shopping, obtaining building supplies, recreation and yes, even social. 
 
21. " . . . indicate your preference by ranking the following considerations from 1-6 . . ." 
 
FACT: Ranking from 1 to 6 doesn't allow for 'completely unacceptable' ranking.  People can put an x in 
any of the squares by completely unacceptable suggestions and can add any clarification they desire, such 
as expanding 'basic levels of service' or adding 'additional funding from Gov't to cover the 'shortfall' in 
whole or part' in the comment section. 
 
22. ". . . rate your level of agreement with BCF reducing sailings to achieve $26M in savings to 2016" 
 
FACT: No evidence at all has been presented with respect to what those sailing reductions would have to 
be.  In the absence of that info, it's impossible to offer an informed opinion.  An uninformed opinion is 
worse than no opinion.  This is the biggest spinorama of all.  The notion that this $30M shortfall just fell 
out the sky on us, and now it's all hands to the wheel to fix it.  In fact, it and the 'twice inflation rate' fare 
increase are carefully calculated reflections of the governments' priority on addressing the funding shortfall 
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they've created over the past nine years.  The customer has paid dearly as the increased costs have taken 
place, while the government sat on the sidelines ignoring the stresses on the system (and the coastal 
communities).  This is not to say there can't be some service that might reasonably be reduced; we should 
be prepared to look at it.  But as a crisis, it's totally manufactured. 
 
 
23. ". . . best way to connect coastal communities?"  
 
FACT: No costing or technical feasibility is provided for any of the suggestions.  It is impossible to provide 
an informed opinion. 
 
24. " . . . community funding . . ." 
 
FACT: to my knowledge there is no community funding sought for provincial highway construction or 
maintenance in remote parts of the province. 
 
25. In the Appendix of Route Specific Information…it shows Route 20 (Thetis) losing $4.18 million in 
fiscal 2012. 
 
FACT: When the Gov`t pays for the service that they have contracted with BC Ferries on this route ($4.37 
million), Route 20 makes $190,000 in fiscal 2012. 
 
November 8th, 2012 


