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“ W r i t e  I t — Then W e’ll A ll  K now ”

To_____GENE KULAWIK_______ ________
 Anchorage, Alaska u £ '3 ‘83

Subject WHITTIER TUNNEL REPORT AVZl' ? '. Y? j
r.ir.V ii co .
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Dear Gene: ______  __

Having spent some time in Whittier when we drove the Pipe 
Line Tunnel, I know how hard it is to get to Whittier. The 
study made for the /ilaska Department of Transportation lists 
six alternatives. I personally can't believe the Railroad will 
share their tunnel. Alternative No. 6 over Portage Pass would 
be a summer road only. It would appear to me that Alternative 
No. 5, a new two-way highway tunnel, would be the best in the 
long run. I would have to accept estimate of cost as I don't 
know how much support, concrete lining, and ventilation would 
be required. Another alternative might be two smaller one-way 
tunnels driven with a mining machine. They should require less 
tunnel support and concrete lining.
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CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 10 (TRANSPORTATION)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

THIRTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

Relating to access to Whittier, Alaska. 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS there are a number of places along the railbed of the 

Alaska Railroad that are paved for temporary use by automobiles 

when snowslides cover the Seward Highway, making it impassable; 

and

WHEREAS a significant number of people seek access to and from 

Whittier, Alaska, and access is limited to service on the Alaska 

Railroad; and .

WHEREAS the railroad service to and from Whittier is inadequate 

or inconvenient and a significant number of people would prefer to ’ 

drive to and from Whittier;

WHEREAS highway development to Whittier would create greater 

recreational opportunities for Southcentral Alaska and provide access 

to beautiful Prince William Sound thereby adding another important 

tourism attraction base, along with future harbor facilities;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Governor 

is respectfully requested to direct the Department of Transportation 

and Public Facilities to complete before the convening of the second 

session of the Thirteenth Legislature a preliminary design for one 

way traffic facilities through Whittier tunnels and, if needed, 

ventilation, lighting and other amenities such as traffic control 

systems; and provide the legislature with construction cost estimates 

and projected cost per passenger based on anticipated 

traffic volume.



4111 AVIATION AVENUE, POUCH 6 9 0 0  
ANCHORAGE 9 9502  (TELEX 2 5 -1 9 8 )

March 21, 1983

The Honorable Mitch Abood 
Representative 
Alaska State Legislature 
Pouch V
Juneau, AK 99811

Dear Representative Abood:

The following is in response to your recent request regarding Whittier Access.

Attached are xerox copies of the section of the Executive Summary of the 
Whittier Transportation Options Study (WTOS) which outlines the Alternatives 
which were considered and the conclusions reached.

The WTOS included an effort to estimate demand for facilities which would 
increase access to Whittier as well as to assess the technical feasibility of 
such facilities. In that effort it was assumed that cemand resulted from full 
development of Whittier according to the City comprehensive plan in existence 
at that time as well as an existing Shotgun Cove Road and Small Boat Harbor. 
Based on these assumptions and comments received from the public and other 
interested agencies, the demand to be expected was forecast. In consideration 
of the extensive technical analysis of the various options coupled with the 
demand forecast, Alternative 1A was recommended as a short-term solution and 
Alternative 1 was recommended as a medium to long-term solution. Now that 
time has provided perspective on the factors underlying the demand forecast, 
it is appropriate to update and further refine those underlying assumptions. 
Similarly, it is also an appropriate time to refine the engineering assumptions 
in light of any new technology which has become available in the interim.

Alternative 1A w l s  developed as a short-term improvement to provide an increase 
in capacity and convenience until traffic increased significantly 1n response 
to full development of the Whittier area. Four trips between Portage and 
Whittier would be scheduled instead of the existing three. Minor track modifi­
cations would facilitate more efficient operations and reduce loading time.
An additional two trips daily could be scheduled by basing the shutuo train in 
Whittier instead of Anchorage, for a total of six trips daily, and bus service 
would be provided between Portage and Anchorage. Selection of this alternative 
would not preclude selection of a different alternative at a future date.

Alternative 1A Includes the following:

1) Ramp and track modifications and improvements and passenger stations at 
Whittier and Portage. These improvements would facilitate more efficient 
operation, at a cost of $854,000 (1983 dollars).
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2) Additional rolling stock and equipment, at a total cost of $1,464,000 
(1983 dollars).

3) If the Alternative 1A improvements are used for a longer period (10-20 
years), significant tunnel repair work will be needed, at a total cost 
of about $10.0 million (1983 dollars). This work would also be required 
for any other rail-based alternative, including joint rail auto use of 
the tunnel and to facilitate continued use of the tunnel by the Alaska 
Railroad. Therefore, expenditures for tunnel improvements would not
be "wasted" if an additional "long-term solution" alternative using the 
existing tunnel is implemented at a future date.

The Department will be looking at the feasibility of converting the existing 
railroad tunnel into a vehicular tunnel. This would allow an increase in 
access to Whittier and Prince William Sound. A study to determine the 
feasibility will begin this spring and there should be sufficient information 
available on such a proposal of paving the tunnel for vehicular travel by 
the next legislative session. Once this information is available, a copy 
will be sent to you.

If orr office can be of further assistance please call.

S^nce ‘ly

Acting Deputy Commissioner 
Central Region

Attachments
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IV. TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES, COMPARISONS AND EVALUATION

This chapter describes options applicable to Whittier access and 
discusses them from several standpoints including feasibility, 
construction costs, operating costs, convenience of users, safety, 
short and long term benefits to users, land owners, developers, 
etc. The options are based on current railroad technology and 
highway vehicles in various combinations. It is presumed that 
any selected alternative will require soils investigations, 
title searches, Environmental Impact Statements and Federal, State 
and Municipal reviews and approvals prior to engineering,design 
and construction. These items therefore are not developed further 
in. this section. This discussion is concluded by a summary matrix 
which compares the features of each alternative.

Null Alternative

This is the existing system and is included only for use as a 
basis for comparison with alternatives that would improve access 
to and from Whittier. Under this alternative, Whittier residents 
will continue to be relatively isolated and will continue to compete 
with visitor and ferry traffic in and out of Whittier. With the 
expansion of the Whittier small boat harbor doubling its capacity, 
increased congestion will occur. Access will continue to become 
more and more inconvenient under this alternative and the existing 
system and service level cannot meet the maximum demand. Further­
more, the limited access capacity will act as a constraint to 
future growth ar.d development in Wnittier.

Alternative No. 1 - Improved Auto/Passenger Shuttle Between Bear 
Valley and Whittier

This alternative is a significant upgrading of the existing shuttle 
access to Whittier. It would reduce both travel and turn around 
time by relocating the western terminal from Portage to new 
facilities in Bear Valley with a new road connecting to the Portage 
Glacier Visitor's Center access road. The shuttle train would be
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based in Whittier rather than Anchorage. It also reduces the 
waiting time by providing additional regularly scheduled shuttles 
and extends the daily period of shuttle service. Initially, 
seven (7) shuttle trips each way over a 12-hour span would be 
provided with provisions to increase service to thirteen (13) 
trips each way over 16 hours when travel demand warrants.

The initial service level would have a total capacity of about 
330 vehicles per day each direction and approximately 2,100 
passengers. In the expanded service, this capacity would increase 
to approximately 590 vehicles and 3,900 passengers each way. This 
service would r.et*- about 45% of peak day person trip demand. How­
ever, additiunal passenger coaches could be added to the shuttle 
train and total person trip demand could thus be met. Auto 
capacity cannot meet the potential summer maximum demand, however, 
winter capacity would be adequate.

Total capital cost including the Bear Valley access road, improved 
terminal facilities, tunnel improvements, new passenger cars, et^. 
would be approximately $20 million for the initial system and 
about $24 million for the expanded level of service. Annual operating 
and maintenance costs were estimated at $559,000 for initial service 
and just over $1 million for the expanded system.

Alternative 1 could be implemented relatively quickly and its 
selection would not preclude the future choice of another alter­
native. Convenience for Whittier residents is greatly improved 
without opting Whittier up to unlimited access and the potential 
congestion which would result. A gradual development of Whittier 
would be encouraged by this alternative. It would also open Bear 
Valley to recreational use and to more spectacular views of Portage 
Glacier. Alternative 1 would result in increased revenues and 
potential funding subsidies might exist for this alternative.



Alternative No. 1-A - Improved Auto/Passenger Shuttle Between
Portage and Whittier

This alternative also consists of upgrading the existing shuttle 
access to Whittier but retains the existing Portage terminal point.
It too reduces waiting time by providing additional regularly 
scheduled shuttles to provide four (4) trips initially with 
potential for expansion to six (6) and extends the daily period 
of shuttle service. The initial service level retains the rail 
connection to Anchorage but the expanded system calls for bus 
service on the Anchorage link. Because the distance is identical 
to the existing route, travel time is the same but by improving 
the auto loading procedure and adding one set of rail passenger 
and flat cars, turn around time can be reduced. This alternative 
has somewhat limited capacity and could not accommodate the full 
maximum demand levels. However, the initial service impr vements 
would allow about a 337, increase in existing demand and, if expanded, 
could provide capacity for more than double the average demand 
experienced during 1979.

This alternative is also a logical first step in a phased develop­
ment approach. Under any of the other alternatives, some period 
of time will be required for necessary design and construction 
before they can be placed in operation. That period could range 
from two to five years depending, on which alternative was selected. 
Thus, this alternative could serve either as an interim improvement 
or as i longer term solution. In any event, it does not preclude 
a later decision to select one of the other options when the demand 
levels warrant such action.

This alternative is both the least costly and could be implemented 
in the shortest period of time. Total estimated capital cost for 
improved terminals, parking, equipment and tunnel improvements is 
$8.8 million with annual operating costs ranging from $504,000 to 
$546,000. This alternative would also have the least overall envi­
ronmental impacts.
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Alternative No. 2 - Improved Rail Passenger Service

This alternative includes the rail shuttle between Bear Valley 
and Whittier as in Alternative No. 1 but also provides direct 
passenger-rail service from Anchorage to and from Whittier. No 
loading, unloading, or rehandling of baggage or recreational gear, 
etc. is necessary along the line. Some persons would find this 
more attractive, as it provides fast, efficient and convenient 
service into Whittier. The existing rail/auto shuttle would still 
be necessary and would be improved by reducing the length of the 
rail running time by extending the road into Bear Valley.

Initial service on this alternative would provide four (4) shuttle 
trips each way plus three (3) round trips between Whittier and 
Anchorage. Expansion potential could increase service to eight 
(8) shuttle trips and four (4) round trips to Anchorage on the 
passenger rail.

System capacity would be similar to Alternative No. 1 in that maxi­
mum person trip demand could readily be met but aui.o ferry capacity 
would not meet the maximum potential demand at fu]1 Whittier devel­
opment. Capital costs would be similar to those of Alternative No.
1 and were estimated at about $22 million initial and $26 million 
for the expanded service. Annual operating costs, however, would 
be about 507o greater than Alternative No. 1 being estimated at 
$793,000 initial and $1,500,000 for the expanded service.

Overall development and environmental impacts of this alternative 
are approximately the same as Alternative No. 1.

Alternative No. 3 - One-way Joint Use of Existing Tunnel
This alterna4'1 t would provide direct auto access by utilizing the 
existing rai d tunnel through Maynard Mountain between Whittier 
and Bear Valiey. Major tunnel improvements would be required to 
allow use by both rail and vehicular traffic. Improvements would 
include lighting, ventilation, widening in selected locations to 
permit turnouts for disabled cars, paving the tunnel floor foi rubber 
tired vehicles, installation cf traffic signals and barriers at

S-21



each portal, grouting and lining to eliminate water leakage and 
ice buildup in winter months, and track reconstruction.

This alternative would have adequate theoretical capacity to 
accommodate the maximum potential demand. However, delays during 
peak demand periods could be excessive due to long queues waiting 
for opposing traffic to clear the tunnel. In addition, disabled 
vehicles in the tunnel could cause further delays since the tunnel 
width is inadequate to allow for automobiles to pass. The possibi­
lity of a vehicle fire presents safety problems, again due to the 
inability to clear the tunnel. There are also unresolved institu­
tional issues in this option, particularly acceptance of risk or 
liability by the State or railroad.

Capital cost for this alternative, estimated at $36.7 million, is 
higher than the various rail options but lower than other direct 
access options. The ventilation requirement is a major item in 
cost for this alternative. Since the existing tunnel does not have 
adequate height to allow installation of the required ventilation 
plenum, the tunnel would have to be enlarged, resulting in extensive 
rock excavation. Maintenance and operating costs have been estimated 
at $390,000 per year. Div" ■  access would eliminate the rail shuttle 
fares but the possibility < tunnel use tolls could offset these user 
savings.

Alternative No. 4 - Two-way Joint Use of Widened Existing Tunnel

This alternative would provide direct access to Whittier by widening 
the existing railroad tunnel to permit adequate highway width for two 
auto traffic lanes with the rail line confined to one lane. Other 
improvements to the tunnel would include the same features as in 
Alternative No. 3.

Operationally, this alternative is much simpler than the single lane 
tunnel but signals would still be required at each end to control 
traffic when a train is approaching or in the tunnel. Safety issues 
are also reduced but potential conf 1'.cts still exist as do the lia­
bility issues. This alternative has adequate capacity to meet the 
maximum demand but some potential for delays exist when train move­
ment would close the tunnel to auto use.
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Maintenance of rail facilities during the extensive tunnel expan­
sion work would also be difficult. Capital costs for this alterna­
tive have been estimated at $64.3 million with annual operating and 
maintenance costs of $440,000.

Alternative No. 5 - New Two-way Highway Tunnel

In this alternative, a new two-lane highway tunnel would be con­
structed just south of the existing rail tunnel. The new tunnel 
v;ould be approximately two and one-half miles long, provide 
lighting, ventilation and emergency phones. As with all highway 
options, the roadway into Bear Valley would be required but the 
rail terminal facilities would not be constructed.

Operationally, this alternative presents no rail/auto conflicts 
and would function simply as a highway. This alternative would 
provide the highest level of service and reliability of all 
options considered would meet maximum demand, and also eliminate 
the institutional problems associated with joint tunnel use. It 
would also be the most expensive with capital cost estimated at 
$68.3 million and $440,000 annual operating and maintenance cost.

Alternative No. 6 - Portage Pass Highway

This alternative would provide a two-lane highway from the existing 
Portage Glacier Visitor's Center into Bear Valley and along the face 
of Maynard Mountain passing the end of Portage Glacier and over . 
Portage Pass. Several locations in the section on Maynard Mountain 
may require either snow sheds or a short tunnel to reduce probable 
avalanche problems in areas of major snow chutes.

From an operational standpoint, this option would function much as 
other mountain highways and would have adequate capacity to meet 
maximum demand volumes. However, heavy winter snows, icing conditions 
and avalanche dangers would present severe road ha<_ -ds in the winter 
months and high winds through Portage Pass would be a year round prob­
lem, particularly for campers and trailers. There are also steep 
grades (up to 9%) required between Portage Pass and Whittier which 
make the roadway more hazardous, particularly in winter months.
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There is also a high probability of the highway being closed for 
periods in the winter, particularly during adverse weather condi­
tions. Since the rail shuttle operations would probably be termi­
nated under this option, this could result in periods of almost 
total isolation for the residents in Whittier.

Total capital costs for this alternative have been estimated at 
$47.8 million with annual maintenance and operating cost of $270,000.

Summary of Environmental Issues

While no environmental impact studies were made to quantify the 
various impacts, an overall assessment was conducted. In general 
some impact would be associated with all options. However, Alter­
native No. 1-A would produce by far the least impact with only minor 
upgrading of the Portage terminal area ar.d Whittier terminal invol­
ved. Whittier impacts associated with development pressure would 
also be less than with other options.

Alternatives No. 1 and No. 2 would have similar impact since essen­
tially the same facilities would be developed in both options. The 
environmental impacts would relate primarily to the Bear Valley 
Access Road and new terminal facilities in Bear Valley. Development 
pressures in Whittier would be somewhat greater than with Alternative 
1-A, however, they would be more gradual and easier to control than 
with any of the direct access options.

In the highway options, Alternatives No. 3, 4 and 5 would have 
approximately equal impacts as ♦-.hey all require development cf the 
Bear Valley road and extensive tunnel construction activities. De­
velopment pressures in Whittier would be about equal also given the 
perception of direct auto access. However, the traffic problems 
would be greatest with Alternative No. 3 if maximum demand was 
reached due to the long lines of traffic waiting to use the tunnel. 
Direct access could also produce severe traffic problems in Whittier 
given the relatively small land area and limited opportunity to 
develop adequate circulation and parking systems.
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The Portage Pass Highway, Alternative No. 6, has all of the impacts 
associated with the other direct access options plus a much greater 
environmental consequence because of the cut along Maynard Mountain 
and the road through the Pass. While this route would offer excellent 
vistas of the glacier, it would also be visible from the visitor's 
center and would detract from that visually aesthetic experience.

Table S-4 presents a comparison matrix summarizing the various 
features of each alternative.

Cost Effectiveness

In addition to the evaluation factors summarized in Table S-4, an 
assessment of the relative cost effectiveness of each alternative 
was accomplished. This analysis was based on the assumption that 
the maximum demand levels would be reached at some point in time. 
Capital costs were annualized at various discount rates and then 
added to annual operating cost. Total annual costs were then 
divided by annual person trips to determine a cost per trip. Annual 
person trips were determined on the basis of maximum demand for the 
direct access alternatives and at system capacity for the rail 
systems. Tabel S-5 shows the result of this analysis.

It should be noted that this analysis tends to favor the direct 
access alternatives since they reflect accommodation of the number 
of trips under the maximum demana projections while the rail options 
reflect only the system capacity described in the report. However, 
as noted in the report, it would be possible to meet person trip 
demand by adding more passenger cars to the rail options even though 
auto access would still be limited and therefore user convenience 
would be lower. If maximum demand were met by the rail systems, 
direct cost per trip would be substantially lower than for the auto 
access options. Similarly, the rail options are lower in direct cost 
at any comparable demand level. This is particularl> important since 
volumes lower than the maximum would undoubtedly prevail for at least
a number of years.
• *. !'
Revenue estimates were also made for the rail systems to provide 
a comparison of potential net public costs since that could bear
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I
TABLE S - 4  

COMPARISON MATRIX

I f._fERNATIVE

NULL 1 1-A 2 3 4 5 6

No
Change

Improved
Auto/

Passenger
Shuttle

Improved
Portage

IJhittier
Shuttle

Improved
Rail

Passenger
Service

One-way 
Joint Use 

of Existing 
Tunnel

Widened 
Existing 
Tunnel, 
Two-way 

Joint Use

New
Vehicle
Tunnel

Portage 
Pass" 

Hi nhway

Use Existinn Tunnel X X X X X

Enlarge Existing Tunnel X

Met; Highway Tunnel X

Nev: Surface Highway X

Bear Valley Road X X X X X X

Bear Vallpy Parking & Facilities X X X

Tourism/Recreation None Low Low Low to 
Medium

Medium Med i urn 
to High

High High

Employment opportunities None Low Low Medlun Low Medium High High

Whittier Area Development None Low Low I led 1 tin Low Medium High High
1
| Environmental ln,aci None Low Very Low . Low Medium Medium H i gn

I Service Level/Capacity Low Medium Medium Medium Medium High Very
High

Very
High

Summer Reliability High High High High Medium High Very
High

Very
High

Winter Reliability Medium High High High Low High High Very
Low

Summer Availability Medium High High High fled 1 urn High High High

Winter Aval lability Very
Low

Medium Medium Medium Medium High High Very
Low

Convenience/Comfort Very
Lav

Medium Medium Medium Medium High Very
High

Very
High

Safety High llioh High High Medium Medium High Medium

Probability of Funding N/A Medium Medium Medium Medium Low Low Low

Construction/lmolementatlon Time N/A Short Very Short Short Medium Long i.ong Long

Annual Maintenance &
Operating Costs (thousands)

M/A C559 Initial 
$1041 Exp.

$504 Initial 
$546 Exp.

$793 Init. 
$1500 Exp. $390 $440 $440 $270

Construction/Capital 
Cost (millions)

N/A $20.0 Ir.it. 
$24.2 Ex p . $8.8

$21.9 ln1t 
$26.0 Exp. $36.7 $64.3 $68.3 $47.8
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TABLE S-5 

ESTIMATED COST EFFECTIVENESS

Assumed Discount Rates
Alt

10%
. 1 
15%

Alt.
10%

1-A
15%

Alt.
10%

2
15%

Alt
10%

. 3 
15%

Alt
10%

. 4 
15%

Alt
10%

. 5 
15%

Alt
10%

. 6
15%

Annual Cap. Cost ($1000) 2,055 3,030 909 1,203 2,273 3,326 3,706 5,509 6,496 9,862 6,894 10,254 4,875 7,197

Annual 0/M Cost ($1000) 559 559 504 504 /93 793 300 390 440 440 440 440 270 270

TOTAL ($1000) 2,614 3,589 1,413 1,707 3,066 4,119 4,096 5,899 6,936 10,302 7,334 10,794 5,145 7,467

Cap or Demand ( 1000) 756 756 432 432 576 576 2,727 2,727 2,727 2,727 2,727 2,727 2,727 2,727

Cost Per Trip $3.46 $4.75 $3.27 $5.95 $5.32 $7.15 $1.50 $2.16 $.54 $3.78 $2.69 $3.96 $1.89 $2.74

Revenue/Trip^ $3.96 $3.96 $3.96 $3.96 $3.96 $3.96

Net Cost/Trip $+0.50 $0.79 $+.69 $+.01 $1.36 $3.19 $1.50 $2.16 $2.54 $3.78 $2.69 $3.96 $1.89 $2.74

ni
Revenue per trip based on passenger only revenue as generated in 1979.



on financing feasibility. Revenue per person trip was estimated 
based on average per passenger (excluding vehicle revenue) during 
1979. A? hovm in the table, when potentir.l revenue is applied, 
the public cost would be completely covered for both Alternatives 
1 and 1-A while being reduced significantly for Alternative No. 2. 
It would be possible to impose tolls in the direct access options 
as well and thereby reduce the public costs. However, that would 
eliminate one of the most significant benefits of those systems.

Summary of Funding Opportunities

The last step in evaluating the various options was to look at 
potentir/i funding sources. While funding sources and mechanisms 
are obviously a policy issue, it was considered appropriate to 
look at possible existing sources, both Federal and State.

At the Federal level, the most likely sources were considered to 
be iae Urban Mass Transit Administration (UMTA), Federal Highways 
(FHWA) and Federal Railway Administration (FRA). Of these, the 
UMTA funds were considered highly unlikely since most are appli­
cable to communities over 50,000 population. That would mean 
funding would have to r^me through the Municipality of Anchorage 
where other transit programs are also under consideration. The 
UMTA Section 18 funds for rural area transit are relatively small 
and would be inadequate to cover this program.

FHWA funds are allocated to the State in a formula basis. Funds 
for the direct access options, particularly the new tunnel and 
Portage Pass Highway would undoubtedly come from the Federal-Aid 
Primary (FAP) monies. While the allocation of those funds is a 
policy issue, it did not appear proper to count on such funds for 
a project of this magnitude given the other highway programs with 
possible higher immediate demand levels.

At the state level, a current support program is operational on 
the Whittier shuttle as part of the Marine Highway System.
In addition, HR 11737 permits the State to divert up to
5% of its annual FAP funding for capital improvement and operating
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assistance on the rail service between Whittier and Portage. These 
funds could produce between $750,000 and $2.5 million annually de­
pending on the allocation methods used. Again, whether these funds 
would be applicable to joint use options has not been determined.

FRA funds, Section 511, provide up to 1007o financing for railroad 
rehabilitation and improvements primarily oriented to freight 
related programs. Given the condition of the existing tunnel 
and trackage, it would appear that participation in the rail 
alternatives (1, 1-A, or 2) could be a possibility since the 
in rovements would also benefit freight operations. Whether such 
participation in the joint use options could be obtained is an 
institutional issue beyond the scope of this study.

In addition, there is the possibility that funding for this project 
could be obtained through the Ltate Legislative process. This 
option is obviously a policy issue which would be addressed by the 
Legislature based on the merits of the specific project proposal 
and evaluated relatr  ̂to other priorities statewide.

Based on the evaluation in this study, the most likely sources of 
funding have been concluded to be:

1. FHWA funding (FAP) through the 5% diversion.
2. FRA participation through loans or grants.
3. Special legislation.
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VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A . Summary

As in virtually every analysis of transportation alternatives, 
the findings and conclusions of this study represent some com­
promise and trade-offs between analysis factors. Such trade-offs 
and compromises are necessary since rarely is one alternative 
identified as being superior according to all criteria used in the 
comparison. Furthermore, the relative importance of the evalua-> 
tion factors depends in some measure on the subjective judgment 
of the evaluator. This study has maintained an objective position 
while recognizing the current and potential future growth, develop­
ment and resulting travel demand in the Whittier area.

Improved Whittier access has been an issue for several years and 
the subject of several prior studies. Basic findings from this 
study are not markedly different from those of the prior efforts, 
although conclusions may vary. Principal findings include the 
obvious fact that current access is inconvenient and often in­
adequate. In addition, vehicle access is relatively expensive 
compared to conventional highway travel.

The cost factor is particularly important to Whittier residents
who require an automobile. The need for an auto by non-residents
who enter Whittier is reduced because of the small size of the
area and the convenient location of the rail terminal. Yet, for*
those persons wishing to use trailered boats on Prince William 
Sound, the cost becomes a significant factor and diminishes the 
desirability of the area. However, with increasing cost for 
gasoline, the rail shuttle may offei a least costly alternative 
when compared to other more distant locations which require 
additional fuel costs offsetting the shuttle fare.

For Whittier residents, one of the major inconveniences, relative 
to time and costs, is the fact that a person cannot leave and 
return the same day even during summer months. This situation 
is aggravated in the winter months because of the three-day per 
week service schedule. However, all of the alternatives eliminate 
or reduce this problem. <;_30



3. Conclusions

These considerations combined with the analysis conducted in this 
study lead to the following conclusions:

1. There is a definite need for improved access to Whittier.
2. Improved access can enhance the social and economic

climate in Whittier by generating development which 
in turn will foster improvements to existing services 
and increase employment opportunities.

3. Expansion of the existing small boat harbor coupled
with the relatively short distance to the major popu­
lation center in Alaska will produce an immediate in­
crease in travel demand. Other factors, such as 
increased recreation demand as the Anchorage population 
grows and expanding statewide tourism, will contribute 
to increased demand for access to Whittier and Prince 
William Sound in the future. The possibility also 
exists for increased demand associated with natural 
resource development and expanded port activity.

4. The existing Whittier - Valdez segment of the State 
Marine Highway System provides an attractive tourist 
resource, which possibly could be expanded in the 
future, and Whittier access is a vital link in that 
system.

5. Existing population levels in Whittier and the lack of 
visitor facilities combine to produce a relatively low 
demand t : present.

6. The major highway acce's alternatives are very expensive 
and current iemand levels do not warrant such costly 
investments.

7. The single lane joint-use tunnel Alternative No. 3 has 
many operational and inherent safety problems. In order 
to produce a reasonable degree of safety, ventilation,
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and reliability, this alternative becomes nearly as 
expensive as the Portage Pass Highway.

8. Unresolved institutional issues, such as the ultimate 
acceptance of risk and liability by the State or the 
Alaska Railroad in a joint use operation, further con­
tributes to the questionable feasibility of the joint 
use options, particularly in single-lane operations.

9. Any of the alternatives examined have adequate reserve 
capacity to accommodate significant growth in person 
trip demand. Furthermore, the rail based alternatives 
have exceptional flexibility to accept future increases 
by adding additional passenger coaches. The rail based 
alternatives are, however, somewhat limited in their 
ability to accommodate major growth in the number of 
automobiles transported.

10. Traffic congestion and parking problems in Whittier 
could become severe with the unlimited auto access 
alternatives and would produce significant increases 
in local costs for streets, parking facilities, police 
and security.

11. At maximum demand or capacity levels, the highway based 
alternatives show better cost effectiveness in terms of 
total annual capital and operating cost per trip. How­
ever, the revenues generated by fares in the rail based 
systems more than off-set the public sector costs for 
Alternatives 1 and 1-A. Furthermore, maximum demand 
levels identified will not occur immediately, and at 
demand levels under about 1.2 million person trips per 
year, the total cost per trip for Alternatives 1 and 
1-A is less than any highway option even without con­
sidering revenue off-sets.
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12. Only Alternative No. 1-A offers almost immediate access 
improvement. All others will require from three to five 
years to implement since engineering design, environmental 
studies, permit and review processes as well as construc­
tion are required. In addition, most costs associated with 
Alternative 1-A are applicable to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
Suggested improvements in the rail system under this 
alternative will benefit future rail operations even if 
one of the highway alternatives (except Number 3 and 4 
which introduce auto/rail conflicts) is ultimately 
implemented.

13. Implementation of Alternative 1 or 1-A does not pre­
clude access improvements in the future since all higher 
level alternatives require access to or through Bear 
Valley and the improvements to the existing rail tunnel 
will benefit ail future rail operations.

C. Recommendation

Based on the analysis and evaluation conducted in this study, the 
potential funding options and the conclusions reached, this study 
recommends that Alternative 1-A be implemented as a first stage 
toward developing Alternative 1 when design and funding become 
available.

That action would provide some early improvement to relieve 
existing problems and would, with implementation of Alternative 
1, provide adequate capacity for significant increase in demand 
in the future. A further significant advantage to this approach 
is that virtually all investment for capital improvement is 
fully applicable to a dec’’ ;ion to implei.ent one of the more ex­
pensive direct access alternatives in the event that future demand 
or other factors warrant such as major harbor expansion with atten­
dant rail demand warrant a higher level facility or preclude use of 
the existing railroad tunnel.
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Consideration should be given to utilizing some funds through the 
5% diversion of the State allocation of FAP funds for capital cost 
and operating assistance. The levd of operating subsidy to reduce 
user cost is a policy issue to be decided at the Legislative level.
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