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THE ALASKA MARINE HIGHWAY - SOUTHEAST SYSTEM

A HOLISTIC CONCEPT
BY

REPRESENTATIVE BILL HUDSON

December 10, 1987

Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION: The Alaska Marine Highway System (AMHS) is fast
approaching 25 years of service in Southeast Alaska and by all accounts
has served well. The system consists of seven vessels serving 18 S.E.
communities via an inter and intrastntc Marine highway over 1000
nautical miles long, connecting this landlocked Alaskan region to Land
highways at Prince Rupert and Seattle to the South and Haines and

Skagway to the North.

PURPOSE OF THIS PAPER: I have prepared this paper to stimulate
discussion and debate on issues surrounding the future of this our

essential Marine Highway system.

It is my belief that we must find consensus for and immediately begin
the implementation of a Marine Highway plan that will carry this system

iito the next 20 years of service!
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GENERAL CONCEPT: I am proposing a holistic concept that addresses such
issues as: Bellingham vs Seattle, Roads vs. Hi-Speed Ferries, System
Marketing, Thru-Haul vs. Segmentation Scheduling, and the Need for

Compatibility with Regional Economic Development Plans.

TIMELINESS: Given the fact that Marine Union contracts expire March 30,
1988, any operational changes contemplated in the next three years

should be established soon.

Vessel age and years of hard use dictate a need for major rehabilitation

and/or costly replacement within the next 5-10 years.

Southeast Alaska®s regional economic development growth will depend on a
future system that compliments and supports local independent visitor
tourism, emerging seafood production in Southeast Alaska and other

businesses relying on marine transportation.

Finally, like any $60 million a year transportation system, we must
assure it remains alive and progressive - growing to meet the needs of

our state and this region.

CONSIDER OUR PRESENT SYSTCM: Alaska operates this seven vessel fleet at
about 67% capacity with far more offline-layup than most private or

public shipping companies would.

The system was tailor made to meet peak summer demands and evolved to

accommodate many smaller communities over the years.
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Ships largely call through Soucheast communities and | believe,
unknowingly, discourage stopover travel. In fact, 1 suspect a careful
review of traffic figures would show that most of the 45,000 passengers
who annually embark at Prince Rupert and Seattle do not spend much time

in Southeast communities, to the economic loss of these communities.

Some value added benefits to the system are being realized in every
community, especially the larger towns like Juneau, Ketchikan and Sitka,
but, every community is losing value because of short docking times,

time of arrival and/or the location of our terminals.

Vessel fares are marginally at the point of diminished returns and do

not encourage widespread local use.

The system marketing, advertising and promotion 1is almost non-existent
and may be a prime reason why shoulder traffic has not increased

appreciably.

RECOMMENDED CHANGES: 1 believe it is time to implement some of the
changes proposed in the 1986 Southeastern Transportation Plan and the
Southeast Conference Community Perspective Report. It is time to
activly seek demonstration project fundsto acquire two properly
configured surface effect or conventional high speed vessels to employ
in the Lynn Canal corridor between Juneau, Haines and Skagway, and
between Ketchikan and Prince Rupert. | intend to approach our

Congressional delegation for a realistic determination of this support.

Vi ff
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It is time to consider moving our southern terminus from Seattle to
Bellingham and to 1implement a sound marketing and sales program to

increase year around passenger, vehicle and freight sales and service.

Traffic should analyze the probable effects of operating a turnaround
schedule between Bellingham and Ketchikan interconnecting with an
intrastate route between Ketchikan and Juneau with as-needed trips to
Sitka. Under this model all mainline traffic would end in downtown

Juneau and travellers would proceed north by road and hi-speed ferries.

With this move | recommend we consider the benefits of relocating the
Juneau Auke Bay operations to a site in Echo Cove, and to operate
directly into downtown Haines or to a terminal site closer to Juneau on
the Chilkat Peninsula. Our long-term priority must remain for a road.
Realistically we will Tlikely have to wait for significant mining
development or exceptional federal funding to justify constructing a

$400 million dollar road between Juneau, Skagway and Haines

I propose that the time saved by stopping mainline traffic in Juneau and
relocating to Bellingham be allocated to longer dock time at smaller
communities such as Petersburg and Wrangell for sightseeing, local
shopping and other such economic benefits as well as to structure more

frequent trips.

As a former Director of the AMHS, 1 understand the many complexities of

this unique system and the time honored constraints. I am confident
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that vessel employees, shipping and travel agency partners would be

willing to consider some changes for the improvement of the system.

I realize the problems associated with changing a system that has
operated essentially the same for 25 years; yet | urge change because
the present system is becoming increasingly regressive, more costly and
is out of sync with the original legislative intent and the economic

development needs of the very communities it was created to serve.

I urge creative marketing, such as booking on-board, off-season
conventions, university and school field trips, coordinated trip sales
with B.C. ferries and perhaps it is time to offer space available travel
as a negotiable labor contract provision in lieu of wages. I would
consider offering a once a year space available round trip to Alaska
residents (at least SE residents) at a minimal charge to garner the
passenger service revenue at a time when passenger loads are down. A
little revenue 1is better than no revenue - providing costs are offset to

show some profit.

I recommend all changes be coordinated with the Southeast Conference
members and Legislators as well as traditional users of the systen.

Alaskans should be able to use their only highway at less cost.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF CHANGE: 1 believe the changes 1 have proposed will
increase revenue to the system, appreciably increase economic benefits
to Southeast communities, increase employment Tfor Southeast crew

members, provide affordable, more frequent and dependable transportation
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for all Southeast residents and essentially connect the 70,000 Southeast
residents with the Yukon, British Columbia, and the rest of our State.
Clearly these changes will increase the value added potentials in every

community v/e serve.

I foresee greatly increased tourism activity, less costly travel between
cities in Southeast Alaska and expanded travel between Southeast and our
neighbors in the Yukon as well as two way travel between Southeast and
the rest of our state. Southeast benefits because our highway now
supports our ecomomic development plans and the rest of Alaska benefits
because Southeast, especially our Capital city, 1is easier to access and
the 70,000 people of SE Alaska can now travel to Anchorage easier and
more frequently. Haines and Skagway benefit because they would have
direct and frequent, affordable access to other SE markets and

legislative activities.

Orienting the ferry system more to a hub in Ketchikan and one 1in Juneau
may encourage many of those Seattle resident employers to relocate back

to Alaska.

FINALLY: This paper is meant to be constructive. It should not be
construed as a detailed plan, but rather a conceptual plan to build
upon. We still need much debate and a whole Ilot of in-depth study on

this vital system.

Whatever we do, we must begin to implement some of the changes to make

the system more beneficial to the inevitable growth of our region.
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I welcome your comments and input. | seek your support.

Respectfully submitted,

Bill Hudson
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INTRODUCTION

This report was commissioned by the Southeast Conference
to provide a basic understanding of the importance of the Alaska
Marine Highway System to the people of Alaska. The Southeast
Conference is an organization of municipalities, chambers of
commerce, groups and individuals representing the common
interests of citizens, and businesses of Southeast Alaska.
This year, the Conference is working on a variety of issues.
They include economic development, educational services, fish-
ing and timber enterprises, and transportation.

The general goal of the Conference is to represent the
interests of the 70,000 people of Southeast Alaska on those
issues where there is common accord and which significantly
affect the economic well being of the entire region as well
as the state.

While the Southeast Conference is working on a variety
of issues, it has focused on the Alaska Marine Highway System
as its top priority. This is because the economic stability
and way of life of the entire region is so closely linked to
the service level of the ferry system. At the time of its
genesis in 1956, the establishment of the ferry system was
the exclusive goal of the Southeast Conference, and the
Conference does credit itself to a large degree for the birth
of the ferry system in Southeast,

Now, more than twenty vyears have elapsed since the
Malaspina, the Matanuska and the Taku were commissioned in

the spring of 1963. During the past twenty-four years,



the ferry system has served the people of Southeast quite well.
Sometimes, especially during recent prosperity, it was even
taken for granted. But as times have changed from fat to
lean, its budget attracts attention. As the ferry system s
subjected to budgetary scrutiny, its crucial importance to
the economy and way of [life of all of Southeast and other
regions is something which we implore Dbe kept in mind

Accordingly, this report is intended to provide a basic
understanding of the importance of the ferry system to South-
east and indeed to <che entire state. To accomplish this

much of the report focuses on the roots of importance of the
ferries in ways that are specific to each community. This
perspective is developed to reveal the statewide dangers in
dismantling such a broad foundation. In order to discover
the particular importance of the ferries in each community,
surveys and observations were conducted in each of them and
inquiries made of local citizens and business people

There have been many studies of the ferry system in the
past, and there are volumes of reports, but it appears that
none of these focuses attention on the critical importance of
the evolved system to the communities themselves and ultimately
the state.

At the same time as inquiry was made of the ways in
which the system s important to each community, inquiry was
also made about how the system might be improved and how
it should be managed in light of the states' present revenue

deficiencies. Thus, one section of the report 1is devoted



strictly to a set of recommendations and findings. Most of
the recommendations merely reflect the views of the citizens
of Southeast Alaska. Some, however, have been framed by the
authors of this report as a result of their study efforts

The Southeast Conference is well aware of the fact that
the ferry system in Southeast is less than the whole; that
the Southwest ferry system s also important. But for purp-
oses of this report, and due to cost and urgency we were only
able to focus on the Southeast System as representative of
the state's economy as a whole.

The Conference is pleased to offer this report of impor-
tant aspects of the ferry system which we submit respectfully
as assistance to the Legislature and the Governor in their
deliberations, and to the people of Alaska who we pray will
continue to benefit from our endeavors. Further, we stand
ready to serve on any taskforce, advisory board or commission
which may be established to help improve the Alaska Marine

Highway System.

April Laphcrtn Ernest E. Polley
‘st Vice President of President of the Southeast Conference
the Southeast Conference, Mayor of the City & Borough of Juneau
Mayor of the City of Haines
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OVERVIEW
ALASKA MARINE HIGHWAY SYSTEM
SOUTHEAST ALASKA
the 25th year of service for the Alaska Marine
(AMHS).  While service began in 1963, the real
system was a study by the W.C. Gilman Company
commissioned by the U.S. Department of Commerce

in 1958. The resulting report proposed the creation of a new
and totally wunique solution to the transportation needs of
Southeast Alaska a ferry system capable of carrying the same
load that one would find on a normal stretch of asphalt high-
way connecting Southeast communities, if such a highway were
feasible. Thus, through the sale of revenue bonds, the AMHS
was born. For the first five years, the AMHS completely
funded its operation out of receipts. In 1970, the State
convinced the federal government that the system was indeed a
"Marine Highway," and as such, began receiving federal mainte-
nance funds on the basis of a determination -thatthe AMHS
was, by definition, a bridge 500 miles long.

Today the AMHS for Southeast Alaska is a system ofseven
vessels serving 18 communities in the Alexander Archipelago.
The vessels consist of four "mainline" ferrys, and three
vessels which serve what the managers of the system term a
secondary system. The mainline vessels, consisting of the
Motor Vessels Columbia, Malaspina, Matanuska, and Taku connect
the large communities of southeast Alaska with each other and
Prince Rupert, British Columbia and Seattle, Washington. The
three smaller vessels consisting of the Motor Vessels La
Conte, Aurora, and Chilkat connect the smaller communities of
southeast to each other and to the larger communities. The
communities served by the mainline vessels are:

Ketchikan

Wrangell

Petershurg

Sitka

Juneau

Haines

Skagway

The communities constituting the “"secondary system" are:

Metlakatla

Hollis (Hollis is the terminal for four
Prince cf Wales Island communi-
ties: Craig, Klawock, Hydaburg,
Thorne Bay)

Byder

Kake

Angoon

Tenakee Springs

Hoonah

Pelican



The largest vessel in the Southeast System is the M/V Columbia.
It is 418 feet long, carries 1000 passengers and 180 vehicles.
The M/V Matanuska and M/V Malaspina are the same size. Each
is 408 feet long with a passenger capacity of 750 and a vehicle
capacity of 120. The M/V Taku is 352 feet long with a passenger
capacity of 500 and a vehicle capacity of 105. The M/V Le Conte
and M/V Aurora are sister ships. They have identical capaci-
ties of 250 passengers and 47 vehicles. The M/V Chilkat, a
smaller, aging vessel has a capacity of 75 passengers and 15
vehicles.

During the summer, the Columbia and the Matanuska are on
the Seattle run, completing one round trip each week. During
the winter period, from October 1 through April 30, there s
only one vessel used on the Seattle run, usually either the
Matanuska or the Malaspina. The Columbia is usually laid up
for most of the winter due to its high operating cost. The
Malaspina and the Taku operate between Prince Rupert and
Skagway during the summer, completing the round trip in four
days if Sitka is served once on each trip and three days if
Sitka is not served. Typically each vessel stops at Sitka
once each week. During much of the winter only one vessel
is used on this route, due to lower traffic.

The Le Conte and Aurora serve the southeast secondary
route, supplemented by the Chilkat. The Le Conte serves
the northern panhandle and the Awurora serves the southern
panhandle. During the summer, the Le Conte operates between
Juneau, Sitka, and Petersburg, with stops at Hoonah, Tenakee
Springs, Angoon, and Kake. The Le Conte is routed north to
Haines and Skagway once or twice each week. The Aurora
operates nearly every day between Ketchikan and Hollis, and
during the summer, south to H/der once each week. In October,
1986 the Aurora began serving Metlakatla as well. The Aurora
Is also wused between Prince Rupert and Ketchikan once or
twice each week. These vessels serve the same routes during
the winter period, but on a reduced basis.

The Chilkat is used between Ketchikan, Hollis, and
Metlakatla. The Chilkat makes two round trips on four days
of each week during the summer. The ferry system states in
its Draft System Plan dated November 1986 that the Chilkat
will be retired soon.

In 1985 the Southeast System carried a total of 313,071
passengers. Of these, 235,850 passengers (75.3%) traveled
between mainline ports. Tourist traffic is wvery heavy in
the summer months. During July of 1982, a survey showed
that approximately 80% of its mainline passengers live out-
side of Alaska. Of the vremaining 20%, 12% were from S.E.
Alaska and the remaining 8% were from other parts of the
state. As of the time of the preparation of this report,
traffic volume figures for 1986 were unavailable.

5.



During 1985 the Southeast system carried a total of
79,780 vehicles. The largest percentage of these vehicles
(17.6%) disembarked at Juneau. Of course, many of the vehicles
travelling on the ferry system embarked and disembarked more
than once as part of a single trip. 15.6% disembarked at
Haines. 8% disembarked at Skagway.

The Alaska Marine Highway System, in its twenty-fifth

year, is one of Alaska's success stories. We have in the
Southeast AMHS a billion dollar infrastructure that is func-
tioning remarkably well, considering the lack of attention it

has had for fifteen years.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report describes the importance of the Alaska Marine
Highway System (AMHS) from the community perspective. It has
been developed to show how the economy and way of life of the
people in Southeast Alaska has evolved in concert with the ferry
system. It points out that budget and other decisions regard-
ing the AMHS should take into consideration the importance of
the ferry system in other than strictly economic terms; most
particularly the sense of real security, reliability, and the
affordable transportation which it offers to the traveling
public. It explains the reality that dismantling this Dbillion
dollar infrastructure would be a severe blow not only to South-
east Alaska but to the entire state. The report shows how the
ferry system is so interwoven in the economic fabric and
well-being of Alaska that it deserves a fresh look;, a commit-
ment to efficient management and direction through prudent
budget decisions. Further, it offers specific recommendations
and findings to improve the system.

The ferry system is a vital component of the economy of
Southeast Alaska. Therefore, any decision that may result in
a general service reduction should be approached with great
caution. It is an unfortunate vreflection of our government
that the rationale to reduce service seems based on the
assumption that communities must suffer before management can
become effective or Jlabor brought to the table as a full

partner in resolving the problems. As a matter of fact,



in most cases it costs at least 50% of vessel expense to lay-
up. For example, the Bartlett cost 90% of operating expense
to be put into lay-up. Therefore, it needs to generate only
10% of costs in revenueto be more cost effective tooperate.

As this study began, the focus of the effort wasthat
of discovering the relative ways in Vhich the AMHS is impor-
tant to each respectivecommunity served by the system. The
inter-relationships developed with the rest of the State as
a result of the ferry system were also explored. 't was
learned that not only is the system important in a general
way for transportion of people, vehicles, and goods, but in
particular ways. That is, a particular major component of a
local economy has often developed with the ferry service, and
vice versa.

The major component in some communities may be a single
business, such as the case with the Hoonah Cold Storage,
Hoonah Cold Storage depends on the ferry to ship out 100% of
its fish products. This was almost two million pounds of
salmon in 1986, and the business expects a 30% increase this
year. In Sitka, a winter ‘turnaround' run is the primary
hoost to the retail trade. [t Is an economic convenience,
as well as being key to the delivery of important human ser-
vices, for those who do not live in Sitka. The economy of
the City of Skagway in recent years has become almost entire-
ly based on tourism. Of course, the ferry system plays a

very important vrole in bringing tourists to Skagway. The



AMHS Dbrought 36,000 visitors to Skagway in 1986. Ketchikan
faces a double-edged sword when the State considers reductions
in ferry service. The mainline runs are extremely important
because of the tourist trade, export of fisheries products,
and the import of goods and supplies to furnish the area's
retail demands. But the feeder ferries are critical for
retail and commercial trade, fish transport, and winter
economic activity. The economies of the people of Ketchikan
would be severely impacted by a reduction in either mainline
or feeder ferry service. There is one community, however,
which appears to have an even deeper dependence on the ferry
system: the City of Haines. There are so many business func-
tions in Haines which have evolved with, and depend upon the
ferries, it clearly would suffer the most immediate and signi-
ficant effects of reductions in service. Haines is still the
main embarkation and disembarkation point for people and
goods destined for the interior or travelling south from the
interior. Without the ferry system, Haines would simply be a
place at the end of a very long spur road. These are but

few examples of the community perspectives of the AMHS. The
more enlightening and detailed reports are found in the
Community Section, Reading that section is imperative in
understanding the AMHS's relationship to developing economies.
The particular ways the communities have used the ferries to
develop and stafilize the economy of Southeast must be recog-

nized .



Of course, the communities served by the ferry system
are dependent on it in numerous general ways. These include
the delivery of food, particularly fresh produce and dairy
products; mail delivery; school travel, tourist travel, and
the transportation of vehicles, equipment and general freight.
In some cases, practically 100% of the fresh produce s
delivered by ferry. In addition, all second and third class
mail and surface parcel post from the lower 48 travels by
ferry. The mail is ferried to Haines, Skagway, Petersburg,
Wrangell, Sitka, Ketchikan, ana Juneau, then shuttled to
smaller communities.

During the school year, all school districts make use of
the ferry system for student travel to a remarkable degree.
Petersburg, Juneau, Wrangell, and Ketchikan report that a
student group (averaging 30 students) from their high schools
Is going somewhere on the ferry system virtually every week
of the school year. For purposes of school travel, Dboth
safety and cost considerations combine so that schools sche-
dule events around che ferry schedule. And as funding for
education decreases, the cost of flying 1is not a reasonable
alternative for student travel,

The AMHS is also important to the health, welfare and
safety of Southeast residents. Residents of the smaller
communities depend on the system for transportation to larger
communities to meet shopping, business, medical, and recrea-

tional needs. The selection of goods and services is extremely



[imited in some small communities, making travel to larger
communities a necessity. Thirteen of the nineteen SE commun-
ities we surveyed have no resident doctor; fourteen have no
hospital. Travel by ferry to the larger communities is often
the preferred mode of transportation, due to its safety,
dependability, and people's fear of flying. The senior
citizens of Southeast rely on the ferry system to a great
degree, perhaps more than others. For them the ferries are
safer, more accessible, and more dependable; as well as
providing a far less costly means of transportation.

It is safe to say that almost all Southeast communities
served by the AMHS are positively affected by the ferry trans-
port of tourists into their community. Communities as small as
Pelican notice an increase in business brought about by the
arrival of a ferry. The Southeast communities, through the
Southeast Alaska Marketing Council (SAMC), have been doing a
great deal to encourage wuse of the AMHS. They have invested
$400,000. in advertising to encourage the ‘independent travel-
ler" to visit SE Alaska. To datethey have received 12,000
responses to their ads; 57% of these were interested in
ferry travel as their means of transport. The SAMC supplies
travel information to the respondents based on their interest.

The degree of general dependence on the ferry system by
the various communities ap'e -s to rise in inverse proportion
to the size of the commun The smaller the commun'.ty, the

more dependent it is likely tobe on the ferry system for its



transportation needs. However, a reduction in service would
adversely impact elements of all local economies.

In addition to the individual and general ways in which
the various Southeast communities are dependent on the ferries,
the system is an important source of jobs. The system employs
approximately 900 people and there are more than 5,000 other
people that depend on the system for their jobs. Table 5
which is appended to this report details the number of people
directly employed by the AMHS in each community. Ketchikan
is home for the largest number of employees of the ferry
system: 294 employees.

[t is also important to note that- the system is not only
important to the economy of Southeast, but to the state's over-
all economy - more important than is generally thought. In all
the Southeast system carried 313,071 passengers during 1985,
the latest year for which figures are available. That same
year the system transported 79,780 vehicles. The "Alaska
Tourism Handbook," published by the Division of Tourism
reveals that 60% of the summer travelers on the ferry system
visit Anchorage and 59% visit Fairbanks. In addition, 40% of
all winter traffic on the Southeast ferries is headed for the
interior. Each year the AMHS carries thousands of tons of
freight and millions of dollars of wvisitor revenues to the
northern regions of the state. Each week semi-vans loaded
with goods and supplies head for interior Alaska. Even more

vans flow from the rest of the state, especially Anchorage to

12.



points in Southeast.

The efforts of this study as indicated, included inquiring
of local citizens and business people about how they are affect-
ed by the ferry system. But it also elicited opinions of how
the AMHS could be more efficient. There was a remarkable
consensus about whether budget reductions should automatically
result in a commensurate reduction in service. Most people
believe that large savings could be achieved by better manage-
ment, privatization or cost reductions in areas such as market-
ing and food service, and a very close and serious scrutiny of
current labor agreements in cooperation with the unions
themselves. Some also expressed opinions that procurement
of supplies and fuel throughout the system could bhe done much
more efficiently.

It is apparent that any significant progress in these
areas will take time. The answer lies in effective manage-
ment and sufficient time to implement strategies. Therefore
it appears that for the present, the best that can be done is
to begin to direct the system toward attainable goals with
clearly defined strategies, some of which are offered in the
Recommendations and Findings section of this report, In
the short term, the system should maintain the current level
of service with an authorization of 62.6 million for FY 88.
In the long term, a work plan should be developed that sets
objectives and milestones that cut costs and increase revenues.

However, one of the most important recommendations must be

13.



mentioned here, namely that of establishing an advisory board
or task force of professionals, wusers and legislators to
advise the Legislature, Governor, and managers of the AMHS
on various aspects of operating the system. This system s
in many ways an anomaly to normal government processes; it
demands separate unigue attention.

The AMHS is such a pervasive part of both the economy
and way of life for the 70,000 people of Southeast that the
proposed, but unneccesary reduction in service could severely
cripple the communities of Southeast, The impact of any
significant service reduction would also affect the economy
of the rest of Alaska, further exascerbating the state's
current economic and social situation.

This community perspective is hopefully the beginning
of a fresh look at maintaining our AMHS System with reasona-
ble approaches that go Dbeyond the simplistic, devastating
proposal to reduce service. This report provides an inter-
esting review of the AMHS, and proposes a direction of
effective management and prudent decisions henceforth. It s
intended as a symbol of the efforts of the Southeast Confer-
ence to work hard in a cooperative spirit with the AMHS, for

all Alaskans.

14.
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THE COMMUNITIES" PERSPECTIVE



KETCHIKAN

Ketchikan is the second largest community in Southeast

Alaska, with 14,300 residents. [t is situated on the south-
west side of Revillagigedo Island. Ketchikan's economy is
based primarily on fishing, Jlumber products, and tourism.

As the southern-most Alaska municipality on the ferry system's
mainline, it relates closely to Seattle and the <coastal
communities of Britsh Columbia. As the first Alaska stop
not onIK for the mainline ferry, but for barge, jet, and
cruisesnip traffic as well, Ketchikan has developed a thriving
"micro-economy" servicing those transportation systems, In
the past month of March, a major vessel maintenance and dry-
dock facility has begun operation, and has already performed
maintenance on the AMHS vessels Bartlett and Matanuska. The
facility is owned by the state but privately operated by
Ketchikan Welding Works.

In its position as the first Alaska stop for both pass-
enger and freight service from the South, Ketchikan has become
a strong regional retail center, drawing from an area popula-
tion of nearly 25,000 in an area generally referred to as
Southern Southeast, Because of this position, both mainline
and feeder ferries are extremely important to the community.
In terms of ferry traffic, Ketchikan is the second busiest
port in Southeast. In 1985 51,250 passengers embarked and
50,913 passengers disembarked in Ketchikan; 13,821 vehicles
embarked and 13,965 vehicles disembarked. The mainline runs
from Seattle and Prince Rupert in the south, to Haines,
Sitka, and Juneau in the north providing a steady, dependable
system for the delivery of freight, dry goods and produce, as
well as tourists and vehicular traffic. The feeder ferries
running between Southeast communities provide Ketchikan with
the consumers for those products, both from an "import" and
"export" perspective. In the sections of this report on
Metlakatla and Prince of Wales Island, we discuss the import
to the outlying communities of maintaining maximum possible
service to Ketchikan. But Ketchikan's health and welfare s
also very much dependent on the same service. The retail
economy of Ketchikan has grown to theservice demands of
25,000 - 30,000 vyear-round consumers, nearly half of whom
depend upon the AMHS for access. A decrease in service of
the feeder system would indeed have a dramatic affect on
Ketchikan's private sector, which has invested heavily, and
confidentally in their regional responsibilities.

A study conducted by the Ketchikan Gateway Borough of
economic indicators showed that while Ketchikan's tourists
are extremely important to the local economy, almost 95% of
sales are Dby area residents, and over 20% of those are by



residents of outlying island communities. The study also
found that the average tourist spends $28 per day in Ketch-
tkan. The average ferry passenger, on the other hand, spends
$55. Reductions of ferry service over the past winter between
Ketchikan, Metlakatla, and Hollis have already resulted in a
drop in retail sales. Several businesses have responded by
conducting "road trips", taking limited inventories out to the
islands for “"trade shows". The result is some compensation
to the island consumer for the lost accessabiiity to goods, but
their purchases are from considerably less selection, and at
a higher price.

The mainline ferry is extremely important to Ketchikan's
regional responsibilities, especially as it relates to fresh
meats, produce, and dairy products. A reduction in service
between Ketchik * and Seattle could have a dramatic affect
on the quality of those products; a level of quality that all
of Southeast has come to expect. By utilizing the ferry sys-
tem rather than barge service, three days are saved in transit,
Fresh pork and chicken are especially volatile products, and
a reduction in service could affect their availability. A
reduction in mainline service- that would force milk to be
barged would, at present costs result in a 14% increase in
price to the consumer due to decreased shelf life. Such a
scenario could also result in an inability to get fresh dairy
products to some villages, camps and communities in a reason-
able time and in reasonable condition.

The timber industry in Ketchikan also utilizes the ferry
s?;stem extensively for supplies and freight, but not for
shipping product. Ten per cent of their incoming freight
arrives by mainline ferry into Ketchikan, However, after
arrival, 25% of their outgoing freight leaves Ketchikan on
the feeder runs. In addition, the ferry is used for employee
and vehicle transport. Any immediate freight or supply
needs are sent via ferry.

The fish processing industry in Ketchikan is also a
major user of both mainline and feeder ferries. Nearly three
hundred linear feet in wvan space is utilized weekly in the
summer, exclusively for fish, between Hollis and Ketchikan.
Salmon, black cod, halibut, and herring all are shipped via
ferry year-round. The industry is a major seasonal employer.
A large on-shore processor will employ as many as 200 people
during the season. Winter cutbacks on the Ketchikan-Hollis
run have, on occassion, forced some com: inies to charter
their own boats to transport the fish, Good frequency of
service on the feeder runs is of utmost importance to the
industry. Their need is also a year-round need, as harvest
of the different species takes place at different times.

Tourism is of course a major portion of the AMHS'S
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business, and much of that business is channelled to Ketch-
ikan. As Alaska's first port of entry on the mainline, and
also the first stop after 40  hours of travel, almost all
passengers disembark for abreak. This winter and spring,
Alaska Airlines, the Port of Seattle, and the AMHS have
jointly contributed to a program to promote the AMHS to
Seattle area travel agents. Three lunches for nearly 225
travel agents have been held on board the Matanuska in Seattle,
while four familiarization trips have been held for four hun-
dred travel agents. The trip cost each agent $295 and includes
a ferry stateroom from Seattle to Ketchikan, and a return by
air. The target of the program is the 650 travel agencies in
the Seattle area. The program has bheen so successful that
plans are in the works to expand the effort to cover the
entire west coast, though the oprogram has revealed some
serious flaws in the reservations system, which affect the
willingness of travel agents to write AMHS tickets,

System wide, one of the major off-season wusers of the
AMHS are school districts. All inter-school activities and
competitions depend heavily on ferry transportation. Cuts
in the Education Foundation Funding program have already
resulted in dramatic reductions in activity budgets for
all of Southeast. Ketchikan, for example, has at least one
group traveling every weekend of the school year. Of a
$140,000 activities budget, $100,000 goes to travel costs.
That budget is a 50% reduction over the past year. 50%
of student travel is Dby air; 50% by ferry. However, the cost
ratio 1s 70/30, air over ferries.

Ketchikan faces a double-edged sword when the State
considers reductions in ferry service. The mainline runs
are extremely important because of the tourist trade, export
of fisheries products, and the import of goods and supplies
to furnish the area's retail demands. The feeder ferries are
also extremeI?/ Important because they transport the fish prod-
uct for the fisheries, and the consumers for the retail and
commercial trade. Cutbacks in either mainline or feeder ferry
service would have a potentially devastating impact on the
service the other can provide. Ketchikan, perhaps more so
than most other Southeast communities, is subject to economy-
VAVI\i/IdHeS repercussions from a loss or reduction of service by the
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HYDER

Hyder is an unincorporated community of 100 people located
at the head of Portland Canal in southern Southeast Alaska
The community is the only one in Southeast accessible by road.
The community economy has two primary sources;, tourism and
retailing, both of which derive from Hyder's "sister city" of
Stewart, British Columbia,

More than 60,000 wvisitors arrive in Hyder every summer
primarily from the Trans-Canada highway. Via that route, Hyder
is just a 20 hour drive from Seattle. The tourist trade sup-
ports one motel, one inn, three restaurants, and several gift
shops. In addition, Hyder is a popular destination for
Canadian residents of Stewart and the surrounding area. The
principal reason for this is that Britsh Columbian bars close
several hours earlier than than those operating under Alaska
law in Hyder. One freight line also oFerates in Hyder, and
the community is serviced by float plane from Ketchikan.

Hyder did not begin receiving ferry service until last
year, and then only by legislative mandate. The service is
for summer months only, and on a weekly basis. The intent of
adding service to Hyder was to create an opportunity for a
drive/ferry circle from Seattle, through Canada and then
return by ferry through Hyder.

Traffic counts and analysis are not available for eval-

uation yet for this run. The trip is 144 miles from Ketchikan
with no stops in-between. The trip takes eleven hours.
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METLAKATLA

Metlakatla is a Tsimpshian Indian community of 1,100
residents on Annette Island. It is the southernmost of all
Alaskan communities, being 12 miles south of Ketchikan.
Metlakatla is not an incorporated municipality wunder state
law. Rather, it is a federally created reservation, created
by Congress nearly 100 years ago.

The two mainstays of the Metlakatla economy are a fish
trap/cannery operation and a saw mill owned by Louisiana-
Pacific. Both of these operations ship their products south
by barge, but do rely on the ferry for supplies and equipment.
The primary traffic on the Ketchikan-Metlakatla run has always
been passengers, but the community does receive two vans/week
of groceries. In 1985 Metlakatla embarked 5,974 passengers
and 1632 vehicles. 5,651 passengers and 1706 vehicles dis-
embarked .

Given its close proximity to Ketchikan, Metlakatla has
intera'cted closely with Ketchikan for many years. This
close interaction was made possible primarily because of
daily service that was provided by the Alaska Marine Highway
System. The service resembeled a commuter service. It allowed
the Metlakatla residents to go into Ketchikan in the morning,
take care of their business and return in the afternoon. The
service was opopular and well used. Indeed, the traffic
apparently warranted a larger ferry for the run. Therefore,
the Metlakatla terminal was modified to accommodate the
larger Aurora. Formerly the Chilkat served the Ketchikan-
Metlakatla run. The terminal modifications were completed by
October of last year. But now the community must share the
Aurora with the Prince of Wales Island communities, and they
no |Ionger enjoy the daily, over-and-back service they had for
so long.

The reduction in service has created some serious prob-
lems and inconveniences. Since the residents can no longer
go round trip to Ketchikan in a single day, they must over-
night in Ketchikan. Usually this means paying for a hotel
room. But on the reverse perspective, there are no hotels or
motels in Metlakatla. The community had launched an aggres-
sive tourism promotional effort based on the single day turn
around service. Now, however, a day trip can only be accom-
plished if one flies at least one way. The reduction in
service has also had the effect of jeopardizing the avail-
ability of emergency medical service. There are about 25
30 days a year when wind, fog jr snow prevents planes from
reaching the community. I'f an emergency should arise now
during one of those periods, the ferry is simply less avail-
able as an alternative. Any further reductions in service to
Ketchikan would seriously impact Metlakatla.
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PRINCE OF WALES [ISLAND

Prince of Wales Island s the largest island in South-
east Alaska. It is the site of five incorporated municipal-
ities: Cr™ig, population 1200; Klawock, population 600; Hyda-
burg, population 500; Thorne Bay, population 400; and Kasaan,
population 100. In addit'on, Prince of Wales Island hosts
several other unincorporated communities, villages, and log-
ging camps. They include: Rowan Bay, Hobart Bay, Camp Island,
Whale Pass, Dolomi, Port Alice, Chomley, Dana Bay, Shoal
Cove, Notaki, Labouchere Bay, Coffman Cove, Polk Bay, Point
Baker, Port Protection, Long Island, Warm Springs, Bell
Island, Waterfall, and Steamboat Cove.

The residents of Prince of Wales Island apparently have
not been informed of the State's recession. Existing indus-
tries on the island are going strong and local economies are
experiencing something of a "mini-boom". Timber prices have
begun to rebound which has made harvesting profitable again.
In addition, both regional and village native corporations
have extra incentive at this time to set aggressive logging
schedules in order to take advantage of their ability, for
another four years, to sell operating losses. The summer
commercial salmon fishing industry is doing extremely well
in the southern panhandle and 1is expected to continue on
an up cycle.

In addition, communities on Prince of Wales are pursuing
very aggressive economic development plans. A black cod
bottom fishery is just beginning to turn the corner in Craig
and Klawock. This past winter, over forty boats took part
in the opening. Severalareas along the west coast of the
island have been identified as the best potential areas for
mariculture of salmon, oysters, and seaweed. Additionally,

several mining companies have been conducting tests and
taking samples for a variety of minerals along some of the
island's interior roads. Prince of Wales Island has the

most extensive road system in Southeast Alaska. As such,
it received a great deal of camper/RV/trailer use during both
the summer tourist season and the fall hunting season. In
addition, this summer two cruise ships a week will off-load
tourists for a two-hour tour of Klawock and the surrounding
area. This will be the second summer cruise ships have
visited Prince of Wales Island.

Obviously, the communities of Prince of Wales depend
a great deal on the AMHS to provide transportation and
freight to their thriving economies. All economic development
efforts, as well as existing industries, would not function
without the AMHS. The cold storage in Craig, a major employer,
sends all its fish to Ketchikan via ferry, bDboth summer and
winter. They already use the service to capacity. A loss or



reduction of service for the cold storage does not just mean
more expense; it means the potential Tfoss of the business
itself. Quality 1is the single most important factor. Fresh
fish must be processed and transported as quickly as possible.
There exists a fear in Craig that if ferry service is reduced,

off-shore processors and tenders will move into the area to
service the fishermen on the fishing grounds, and that the
Craig cold storage will be by-passed completely.

The lumber camps are supplied almost excusively by
the ferry. Five refrigerator vans and four dry vans of
groceries come onto the island every week via the ferry.
All lTogging equipment, materials, parts, and supplies arrive
by ferry. Forest Service vehicles come by ferry. Nearly all

motorized vehicles on the island come and go via the ferry.
In 1985 15,881 passengersand 4,739 wvehicles embarked at
Hollis, 16,591 passengersand 5,116 vehicles disembarked

Mail also arrives by ferry, as does an annual convoy
of state road equipment. There is no doctor or dentist on
the island, so patients must go to Ketchikan, as do parti-
cipants in local alcohol rehabilitation and mental health
programs. The ferry system is also heavily wused by the
island's senior citizens. Of course, the residents rely
upon Ketchikan for regional shopping for all goods and
services not available on the island, and the ferry is the
cnief mode of transportation.

Residents of the island have long been of the opinion
that they are under serviced by the ferry system, and recent
developments have not seemed to help. A facility upgrade at
Metlakatla last summer now prevents the state's smallest ferry,
the Chilkat from docking there. The Chilkat had regularly
serviced Metlakatla. As a result, the Chilkat has been
switched over to the Ketchikan-Hollis run, and the larger
ferry, the Aurora, is utilized for the Metlakatla run, except
for T.esdays, when it goes to Hollis, So the Chilkat serves
Hollis approximately six days a week. But it 1is seriously
undersized for the daily trip across Clarence Strait. As a
result, many of its trips are delayed or cancelled due to
adverse weather and sea conditions. Further, because the
Chilkat has such limited vehicle ~capacity (15 wvehicles),
competition is fierce for the Tuesday sailing on the Aurora.
The situation has caused problems, inconveniences and added
expense this past winter,

The real concern, however, is that even without any
reduction in service from budget cuts, service to the island
may not be adequate to support the burgeoning economy. The
situation appears to be a lost opportunity for the ferry
system, as well. The demand for service is there, almost all
of it freight, which should make the run highly cost-effective
for the ferry system. The residents hope the situation can be
improved soon, as they must depend on consistent reliable ferry
service - at least at the current level.



WRANGELL

The City of Wrangell is located on the northern tip of
Wrangell Island, 89 miles northwest of Ketchikan. I'ts pop-
ulation as of July 1, 1986 was 2376. Bordered by Zimovia
Strait, Wrangell is situated near the mouth of the Stikine
River, which reaches into the Canadian interior. As the
Stikine developed into a gateway for trappers and prospectors,
the northern tip of Wrangell Island became a strategic location
that was the key to Wrangell's early development as a military
outpost, a fur trading center, and an outfitting, support and
entertainment center during three successive gold rushes.
Changing interests led to several boom and bust cycles in
Wrangell's early history.

Today, Wrangell's economy is structured around har-
vesting and processing renewable resources of the area. The
Alaska Lumber and Pulp sawmill employs up to 100 workers and
is Wrangell's largest private employer. Fishing is Wrangell's
other major resource based industry. More than 100 residents
fish commercially, and for about half of these, fishing s

their principal source of income. There are two seafood
processors in Wrangell, with a combined workforce of about
100 workers during peak processing months each year. Most of
the fish processed in Wrangell 1s canned, but there s an

increasing demand for fresh fish. Presently, fresh fish s
flown out of Wrangell, though the entire halibut harvest in
1986 (620,000 Ibs.) was shipped via ferry. Expanded use of
ferries for the shipment of fresh fish south is foreseeable,
especially if jet service to Wrangell is suspended.

Recently, Wrangell has begun a conscious shift to develop
its tourism potential. They are trying to encourage people
to discover the unique attractions of Wrangell, including 1Its
petroglyph beach, access to the Stikine Fiver and the hot
springs, Chief Shakes Island which is home of many totems and
carvings, and their 2 annual community festivals - Tent Dars
and the 4th of July. The ferry system plays an important role
in tourism development and is viewed by Wrangell businesses
as a key ingredient for the future. Wrangell, along with a
number of other Southeast communities is currently engaged in
a promotional campaign to lure the “"independent traveler"
back to Southeast. The "independent traveler" is seen as the
person who eschews both group trips and package tours.
Studies have shown that a high percentage of independent
travelers choose the ferry as their mode of transportation,
Even now, Wrangell's Economic Development Director estimates
that 40% of Wrangell's visitors arrive by ferry on an annual
basis. Further, he advised that approximately 70% of the
guests of the city's four hotels arrive via ferry, During
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the summer, a steady flow of recreational vehicles disembark
from the ferry and use the RV parking area provided free of
charge by the City. Their average stay in Wrangell is 5
days, during which time they help support local businesses.
Needless to say, any cut back in ferry service would severely
curtail the most important aspects of Wrangell's tourism po-

tential .

The ferries are used for close to 100% of student tra-
vel. A minimum of one group of Wrangell High School students
travels each week of the school vyear to athletic events,
Close-up, RSVP, band performances, or Native Education func-
tions. The ferries are also important to the Native people
of Southeast as a whole. Travel between southeast villages
and communities to attend potlatches, 40-day parties, 'Cele-
brations' of heritage, and Native dance performances most
often occurs by ferry.

Like Petersbhurg, Wrangell is presently threatened with
a loss of jet service. Should this occur, the importance
of the ferries would expand suddenly, and dramatically.
Ferry travel for business and pleasure has become a way
of ltve for Wrangell residents - a way of [ife which would
be jeopardized by reductions in ferry service.



PETERSBURG

The City of Petersbhurg is a fishing community of 3252
permanent residents located on the north end of Mitkof Island
where Wrangell Narrows meets Frederick Sound. By air, it lies
halfwag between Juneau to the north and Ketchikan to the south.
Petershurg grew up around a cannery established by a Norwegian
immigrant named Peter Buschmann. The cannery began operating
in 1900.

Today, fishing and seafood processing continue to be the
mainstay of the town's economy, though wood processing has
also been important at times. During the fishing season the
town's population swells by an additional 600 seasonal workers
who are employed in the town's three processing plants. This
does not count the fishermen themselves and their crew who
make Petersburg their home base during the fishing season.
Managers of the processing plants estimate that about half
of the seasonal workforce arrives on the ferry and departs
in the same manner. The ferry system 1is used to ship fresh
fish south to Seattle. Last year, the second largest processor
in Petersburg shipped more fresh fish in this manner than
by air. The use of the ferries for the purpose of shipping
fish product south (and for other opurposes as well) may
suddenly increase in the foreseeahle future. Both Petersburyg
and Wrangell are presently threatened with the loss of jet
service if the present federal subsidy of that service
should end. Last year the number of passengers arriving by
air and by ferry into Petersburg was about the same: approx-
imately 15,000 passengers by each mode. Therefore, the
amount of passenger traffic into Petersburg by ferry could
possibly double unless some alternate type of airplane service
is provided.

Presently, during the month of March 1987, ferry service
to Petersburg consists of an average of three mainline stops
per week, north and south. It also presently has two feeder
stops/week, north and south,. During the summer season,
service expands to an average of six mainline stops per week,
north and south. Feeder service remains about the same.
In 1985 15,650 passengers and 3,650 vehicles embarked in
Petersburg. 15,720 passenqgers and 3717 vehicles disembarked.

It appears that in the case of both Petersburg and Wrang-
ell, the ferry system is often the preferred alternative for
persons travelling to Juneau, Ketchikan or Sitka because of
the relative cost. One way passenger fare from Petershurg to
Ketchikan is $24 by ferry and $76 by air. One way fare to
Juneau is $26 compared to $73 by air. To Sitka it is $§16 by
ferry and $69 by air.
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The ferry system is also important to Petersburg in
general ways. A significant amount of the food consumed in
Petersburg arrives by ferry, viz. 25 - 30% of all produce,
meat, and dairy products. As with virtually all other South-
east communities, it is heavily wused for student travel.
Petersburg school officials report that at least one group
per week, averaging 30 students per group, travels on the
ferry throughout the entire school year. 85 - 90% of all
student travel is via ferry. Also similar to other Southeast
communities, all third class and fourth class mail (parcel
post) comes by ferry.



KAKE

Kake, Alaska is a Tlingit community of approximately 600
residents located on the Northwest end of Kupreanof Island in

Southeast Alaska. Its direct ferry connections are to Sitka
(8 1/2 hours) and Petersburg (4 hours). In addition to being
linked to these two communities by air, it has two direct

flights to/from Juneau daily.

Fishing and seafood processing provide the main economic
base to the town's economy. It is a community where subsis-
tence hunting and fishing are still an important part of life.
Timber harvesting has been important, but recently, poor
market conditions have forced operators to severely cut
back or suspend operations altogether.

Kake is in the wunigue position of having three community
links which are important to it. Petersburg, Sitka, and
Juneau all play a role for Kake's residents. Of the three
communities Kake is linked to, Petersburg has become the most
important, mainly due to its close proximity and its one day
ferry turnaround service. Residents go to Petershurg to
purchase items not available in Kake, to take care of their
banking needs as there is no bank in Kake, and to take care
of general business which they can't do in Kake. In addition,
Cuprenof Seafoods, the seafood processing company in Kake s
under the same ownership as Chatham Straits Seafoods in Peters-
burg. There is frequent transfer of equipment between the two
by ferry. All of the goods sold by the largest store in Kake
(approximately 70% of all goods sold in Kake) arrive by ferry
from Petershurg. Also the bookkeeping office of this store
s in Petersburg. This relationship requires frequent travel
of personnel between the two communities. The non-native
residents of Kake generally travel to Petersbhurg for their
medical and dental needs, as they are not eligible for service
by the regional health corporation in Sitka. This travel s
usually scheduled around ferry service.

Sitka is important as a regional health center for the
majority of Kake residents, as well as a somewhat larger
shopping center than Petersburg. Round trip travel to Sitka
by ferry is difficult as the ferry usually arrives very early
in the morning and does not provide same day, or even next
day return service. The cost to fly back is $75, as opposeu
to $14 on the ferry.

Juneau maintains its importance as a regional shopping
and service center with Kake. However ferry service to and
from Juneau is even more difficult and expensive than Kake
to Sitka. The ferry situation for Kake residents tends to
add to their isolation.



As with all other Southeast communities served by the
ferries, the school district wutilizes the ferry system a

great deal for school travel. The athletic teams using
the ferry include Dbasketball, volleyball, and wrestling.
Other student organizations utilizing the ferry are RSVP,
student dancers, and the student council. The principal of

the high school stated that without a doubt, any reduction
in ferry service would concomittantly limit activities.

In 1985, 3,490 people boarded the ferry in Kake; 3,421
people arrived in Kake by ferry. There were 830 wvehicle
arrivals and departures. As with all other smaller communi-
ties served by the ferries, travel to meet medical needs and
travel by senior citizens is greatly dependent’ upon the
ferries. Kake's general dependence on the ferry is such that
it would suffer greatly by any overall reduction in service;
indeed residents would like to see it expanded.



ANGOON

Angoon is a Tlingit Indian village located on the south-
west side of Admiralty Island. By ferry, it is halfway between
Juneau to the north and east, and Sitka to the west. Angoon is
the only permanent community on the island, and is considered
to be the most traditional of all Tlingit communities in South-
east. Angoon's 700 residents have, for the most part, maint-
ained their subsistence lifestyle, though commercial fishing
Is important. Angoon consistently registers the highest level
of unemployment in the state, as well as the lowest income per
capita.

Angoon. is served by one main store. This main store
carries a large inventory of fresh produce, dairy products,
and meats as well as dry goods, and a variety of other items.
All fresh produce, dairy products, meats, and some frozen
foods are supplied by the ferry. Prior to its weekly ferry
service, Angoon had no fresh or frozen foods available. The
cost of flying them in makes the consumer cost prohibitive.

Beyond its dependence on the ferries for all fresh and
frozen food, there are other significant dependencies. All
food for the Senior Citizens Lunch Program arrives by ferry.
All building contractors operating in Angoon wuse the ferry
exclusively to transport equipment and machinery. The ferry
also allows for both students and adults to be involved in
sports programs. Despite its small size, Angoon consistently
produces quality sports experiences. Angoon always places
well in the annual Gold Medal Basketball Tournament in Juneau,
for example. The City of Angoon, incidentally benefits by
serving as the local agent for the ferry system. The city

rec ives a 7% commission on ticket sales. Last year these
commissions totalled $12,000 or about half the salary of the
municipal secretary. As with other Southeast communities,

Angoon depends heavily on the ferries for student travel.
Prior to the establishment of ferry service, this function was
extremely limited. In addition, the community utilizes the
ferries for a wide variety of cultural events, such as pot-
latches, and forty day parties (a wake forty days after the
passing of a loved one).

In 1985 4,834 passengers and 458 wvehicles embarked at
Angoon. 5,212 passengers and 465 vehicles disembarked.

The people of Angoon appreciate the service they now
receive, out express apprehension at a possible reduction
in service, especially a reduction in winter service. 't
is during the winter that they are most dependent on the
ferries. Winter weather in Chatham Strait can be most vexing.
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Wind, waves, snow and fog each or together can and orten do
prevent planes from getting in or out often for days at a
time. During such times the ferry is the cnly means of
transportation. Additionally, Angoon's dependence on the
ferries for food is somewhat greater in the winter as it s
then out of season for fishing and hunting. Lastly, Angoon's
barge service in winter is less frequent than in summer, by
two weeks. Consequently, even goods that might otherwise be
brought by barge are shipped by ferry. In winter, Angoon
receives two vans (approximately 4,000 Ibs) of produce, milk,
and supplies by ferry each week. Angoon is a prime example of
the rule that dependency on the ferry system rises as the
size of the community decreases. In the case of Angoon, even a
slight reduction of its present service would hurt. Angoon
has already experienced some reduction of service and it has
hurt. Last winter the Juneau turnaround was discontinued.
This created difficulties in terms of the arrangement that
had existed for getting groceries from Juneau.



SITKA

The City and Borough of Sitka, Alaska is located on the
west coast of Baranof Island. It is home to 8200 people.
The borough's boundaries also include a large portion of
Chichagof Island. Sitka was Alaska's first capital and also
served as Alaska's capital during Russian settlement. Sitka's
rich Russian heritage makes it a favorite stop for tourists.
The Sitka Summer Music Festival has become one of the nation's
premier chamber music festivals, Sitka is also home of Sheldon
Jackson College, Southeast's only privately owned and operated
college, and one of only two in the state. In addition, Mt.
Edgecumbe High School, the state's only public boarding high
school is in Sitka, as is Mt. Edgecumbe Hospital, which provides
health services to Southeast's Native population, Sitka is
also home to Alaska's shortest and most unusual fishing season.
The Sitka sac-roe herring fishery lasts just a couple hours,
but involves over 50 teams of seine boats, power skiffs, spotter
planes, and tenders, all packed into just a couple small bays
and inlets.

Sitka receives both mainline and feeder service from the

AMHS. In March of this year, it averages a little more than
one stop/week, north and south by mainline ferries, and about
three stops/week by the LeConte. In summer this changes to

an average of more than two stops per week by mainline ferr-
les and less than two stops perweek, north and south by
feeder ferries. In 1985 18,381 passengers and 3,536 vehicles
embarked at Sitka. 18,463 passengers and 4,002 wvehicles
disembarked.

One run that is Dboth convenient for the communities it
serves and to Sitka's economy is the Saturday feeder turn-
around. This ferry leaves Juneau late Friday afternoon and
picks up passengers from Hoonah, Tenakee Springs and Angoon
enroute to Sitka. It arrives inSitka at 8:00 a.m., then
sails at 4:00 p.m. on the return trip. This run allows the
residents of the smaller communities an opportunity to buy
supplies without having to spend money on hotels or air fares,

which could make their whole trip uneconomical. It is impor-
tant to Sitka's retail economy as it is the only winter
"boost" for the town, Sitka's winter economy is stronger

than some other communities largely because of this "turn-
around" run.

This "turnaround” run is also key to some important
human services provided by the Southeast Regional Health
Corporation hospital in Sitka. The hospital serves Native
people from all of Southeast, and the ferries are the primary
means of transportation for all who do not Ilive in Sitka.
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The importance of the Saturday turnaround is demonstrated
by the fact that until the service was cut this past winter,
the hospital's operations were specially geared for the
Saturday turnaround. It would be fully staffed by physicans
and dentists for their patients who would arrive on that ferry.
When the turnaround service was cut this past winter, patient
visits decreased significantly.

The ferry system also serves Sitka
The U.S. Postal Service delivers 25,000 pounds of mail each
week to the city via the ferries. Nearly 100,000 pounds
of meat, produce, and dairy products are delivered each week
by the ferries to Sitka grocery stores. One grocery store
in Sitka estimates that 40% of its groceries come by ferry.

ka in more general ways.
0

The AMHS is thus important both as a major support to
the local retail and tourist trade, and as the primary method
of transportation for clients of regional human services
that are provided in Sitka.



TENAKEE SPRINGS

Tenakee Springs, also known as Tenakee, is a small community
0of about 125 people located on the north shore of Tenakee Inlet

on the east side of Chichagof Island. It is about equidistant
between Sitka and Juneau, 55 miles either way, or about 45 min-
utes by air. It is well known for its hot springs. Indeed, the

existence of the springs is the reason for its founding. Early
prospectors and miners apparently discovered the springs, and began
using it as a winter haven - a place to wait out the cold winters
while taking advantage of the natural springs. Tenakee became a
booming resort, complete with card rooms and pool halls. Later,
several canneries operated in the area, with the last one closing
in 1974, Today Tenakee is a sifgnificant retirement community, a
seasonal home for some, and a fishing community. The extent to
which it is a seasonal home is significant - of the 125 houses and
cabins in Tenakee, only 64 are occupied year-round. Of the year-
round population, it is estimated that 30% is over 60 years of age.

Tenakee has a special nostalgic appeal. It has no roads.
The only v:hlcles in Tenakee are a fuel, truck, a fire truck,
and some . It is a safe harbor for those who would Ilive
apart from modern world. Life in Tenakee has been described
as "like turning the clock back 40 years."

Tenakee has three private businesses: the Blue Moon Cafe,
the Tenakee Inn and Bar, which offers tenrooms in addition to
its food and leverage service, and Snyder Mercantile, a general
store selling .oo0d, basic hardware, drug items, and fuel. Snyder
Mercantile also has five cabins, with another four or five plan-
ned. Owners of the Inn and the cabins estimate that 35% of their
customers travel to Tenakee by ferry. The expansion of Snyder
Mercantile is based on the assumption of continued ferry service,
especially continued weekend service from Juneau.

When ferry service was initiated less than ten years ago,
its residents chose to limit loading capabilities to passengers
only. No vehicles <can offload at Tenakee. Thus, wuse of the
ferry for freight purposes by the community is limited. However,
its use for passenger transport is quite important. The residents
depend upon the ferry for trips to Juneau and Sitka for shopping
and medical care. The residents especially appreciate the avail-
ability and dependability of the ferry during the winter. Since
Tenakee has no land based airstrip, all planes coming in must
land on the water. Boarding float planes is quite difficult for
some of the older people, as well as for the wheelchair-bound
residents. Therefore these vresidents have a greater oegree of
reliance on the ferries.

The residents have found that the introduction of ferry
service has not impaired their lifestyle. Indeed, they now rely
upon it as their primary mode of transportation.
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PELICAN

Pelican is a fishing community of 200 permanent residents
located on the Northwestern corner of Chichagof Island. Fish-
ing and seafood processing are nearly the whole of Pelican"s
gcononmy. Pelican Seafoods is the primary employer. During
the fishing season, Pelican"s population doubles in size.,
partially due to the ‘increase in Pelican Seafood workers and
partially due to an increase in the fishermen themselves. Sev -
en million pounds of seafood are processed in Pelican per year.

Pelican is not accessible to any other community by road.
Juneau is Pelican®s primary source of goods and services,

though Sitka also serves that function. Pelican has daily
scheduled flights from Juneau and scheduled flights three
time"Vweek from Sitka. Direct air time is 45 minutes fron
Juneau. One way air fare is $72 from Juneau, three tines

the cost by ferry. Pelican does not have a landbhased airfield.
Therefore, only seaplanes can land in Pelican.

Ferry service is very limited to Pelican. Only one ferry
per month travels to Pelican in winter, and two per month in
the summer. However, Pelican residents do depend wupon it.
Because of the town's location, ithas more weather problens
and planes have a more difficult time getting in and out
than with conmunities on the inside of the Archipelago. Almost
every winter Pelican experiences a period of a week at a tinme
without air service due to weather conditions. Some residents

expressed the opinion that even though the ferry oprobably
serves more people in the sumnmer, it is nmore important to
them to have good ferry service in the winter, when fewer
flights are getting in, and when they don't have access to
local boats to take them to town.

There is only one general store in Pelican, owned by
Pelican Seafoods. Prices are high in the store. Thus,
local residents try to avail themselves of the once/month
ferry service which delivers groceries and goods for about
half the cost of the general store. There are three rest-
aurants in town,two of which close in the winter. Two
of the three restaurants receive all their food and supplies
by ferry.

Ferry service is important to Pelican both for passenger

transport and some vehicles. Equipment of both the City and
school District is sent to Juneau for maintenance. As with
all other communities served by the ferries, elderly people
much prefer the ferries. It is very difficult for them to
attempt to board seaplanes. Also as with other Southeast
communities, ferry service is viewed as very important for
student travel. Al student- travel is planned around the

ferry schedule. Pelican cannot afford a reduction in service.



HOONAH

Hoonah, Alaska is a Tlingit Indian community (pop. 906)
located on Chichagof Island, 3 1/2 hours by ferry from Juneau
and 20 minutes by air. Hoonah is not presently connected by
road to any other town or village. However, there is a logging
camp of approximately 250 people at peak season two miles fron
town.

Hoonah"s economy has changed from a subssistence way of
life to a varied one where conmercial fishing fornms the

geconomic base. During the past five years, logging has also
become important. However, in 1987 the loading of logs on
ships bound for Japan will cease. This will reduce the
number of Huna Totem shareholders employed in the industry by
32. This loss will dramatically affect local enployment.

Hoonah is now looking at ways to diversify their econony.
Tourism is an option being explored as a means to stabilize

the economy. People involved in the operations of the 1Inn, the
Lodge, the restaurant, and the City all spoke of promoting
Hoonah as an entry point to Glacier Bay. Hoonah is the
closest community to Glacier Bay with ferry service. It is

this service that would be essential to the development of
tourism for Hoonah.

Presently, the ferry system is essential to the community

in a number of ways. 100% of the community's fresh produce,
eggs, and bread arrives via the ferry, and 50% of the milk and
other dairy products. A total of 8,000 Ibs. of food arrives
each week destined for three stores, two restaurants, and two
food co-ops. An additional 6,000 Ibs. of food is delivered each
week via the ferry when the logging and fishing seasons are in
full operation. 5,584 passengers and 1051 wvehicles embarked
in Hoonah in 1985. 5,947 passengers and 1172 wvehicles disem-
barked. Perhaps just as important as the transportation of

food into town, is the transportation of fish out of town.
100% of the fish from Hoonah Cold Storage is shipped on the

ferry. During the fishing season, gvery northbound ferry
(bound for Juneau) is used for the transport of fish. In 1986
approximately two million pounds of fish were shipped in this
manner. This year, a 30% increase is anticipated, due to an
increased freezer capacity. A common concern voiced by the
owners of restaurants and stores stenms from their linited
storage capacity. The growth of their businesses without a

corresponding increase in their storage capacity has resulted
in a greater dependence on the ferry systen

In addition to the essential functions of food and fish
transportation, there is the normal function of people trans-
port. Hoonah, with its small population, has little selection
of clothing, and its selection of items such as furniture,
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appliances, and building materials is alnost nor.-existent.
For these items and many others there is a significant amount
of commerce by the Hoonah residents with Juneau. The ferries
provide both the cheapest and most convenient method for the
Hoonah citizens to do their regional shopping.

As with other southeast communities, heavy use is made of
the ferries during the school year for the transportation of

school <children for athletic, cultural, and music events. 50%
of student travel is by ferry. Most Southeast school events
are planned around the ferry schedule. In a tinme of decreasing

revenues to the schools, any significant decrease in ferry
service would limit student travel correspondingly.

Significant wuse of the ferries is made by people in need

of medical treatment. Hoonah has limited medical facilities
and staff. People travel to Juneau or Sitka to wvisit the
doctor, enter the hospital, get prenatal care, have a baby,
get more diagnostic tests, etc. Indeed, unless an emergency
exists, it appears that the vast majority of patients and
attendants wutilize the ferry rather than flying. The South -
east Regional Health Corporation provides vouchers for patient
transport by ferry, rather than by air, whenever possible.

In gquestioning the local <citizens regarding their use
of the ferries, it was discovered that people who prefer to
ride the ferry do so for three reasons: 1) cost. The regular
roundtrip airfare from Hoonah to Juneau is $94. But roundtrip
fare on the ferry is only $20 (winter rate), and senior citizens
and children under the age of six can ride the state ferries
for free. 2) safety and the fear of flying. Numerous responses
were received citing this as the reason for wusing the ferry.
3) people can take their car, which makes it much easier to
operate in a larger city. Hoonah's senior citizens wuse the
ferry almost exclusively in traveling from Hoonah.

The ferry is also important in the transport of vehicles,
machinery, and equipment in and out of Hoonah. Whitestone
Logging utilizes the service to bring in trucks and heavy
equipment, as does the Forest Service and the Huna Totem Corp-

oration. This year the water line installation should be conm-
pleted and the roads are scheduled to be paved. Equipnment used
for these projects is transported on the ferry. In general,

all regular size vehicles coming into or going out of Hoonah
will be transported by ferry.

Hoonah is a prime example of a community which has botn

a general and particular dependence on the ferries. The
general dependence has to do with the overall transportation
needs of a small, isolated community. The particular needs are

the dependence on the ferry to transport food into Hoonah and
fish out.



JUNEAU

Juneau, Alaska, population 29,370, is Alaska's state cap-
ital and third largest city. It is located on the mainland,
but is not connected by road to any other mainland community.
It*s closest link to mainland travel is with Haines, 75 miles
to the north.

The discovery of gold in Juneau was the basis for Juneau"'s

early growth. For centuries before this discovery, Tlingit
Indians had established and enjoyed a sophisticated culture
in the area. However, Juneau's destiny changed dramatically
in 1880, when Joe Juneau and Richard Harris found gold. Within
a few years Juneau became a center for large-scale hard-rock
mining. Three gold mines, the Alaska-Juneuu (AJ), the Alaska-
Gastineau, and the Treadwell Gold Mining Co. were established
and became world renowned. Treadwell production peaked in
1915, but closed two years later due to a cave-in which
flooded the nmines. The Alaska-Gastineau folded due to high
costs in 1921. And the AJ mining was halted by the war in
1944,

By the time the mines closed, the government had been
transferred to Juneau, establishing Juneau as Alaska's capital.
Government remains the focal point. Today government emnploys
one of every two Juneau workers. As in other Southeast
communities, fishing is important in Juneau. Tourism is an
ever-expanding industry. In the summer of 1985, Juneau was

the most visited community in Alaska by vacation/pleasure
visitors and the second most visited commmunity by all
visitors.

Each year Juneau"'s population goes through seasonal

cycles. In the winter, as host to Alaska's Legislature, Juneau
is home to people from all over Alaska who come here to take part
in Alaska's government. In the summer, Juneau is a bustling

city, entertaining visitors from all over the world

Many of these visitors come to Juneau by way of the Alaska

Warine Highway Systen. In 1985, the ferries transported
more than 60,000 passengers to Juneau and more than 14,000
vehicles. Juneau receives nore ferry traffic than any other
community in Alaska. Many of these travellers are tourists,

but many are people from outlying communities coming to town
to avail themselves of the shopping, medical, social service,
and other service opportunities which are not available in

their conmunities. Juneau has become a regional trade and
travel center for the northern panhandle. Because it is the
only community in northern southeast with year-round jet

service, residents fron the smaller communities travel to
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Juneau to connect with jet flights going both north and
south. But in travelling to Juneau from the smaller comnun-—
ities, the residents often prefer to wuse the ferry systen
because of its lower cost, safety, and dependability.

Juneau has the widest selection of available goods in

Southeast due to its frequent barge, ferry, and air service,
and its population base. There are also nmore doctors, dent-
ists, and nmnedical specialists in Juneau than in other South-
gast communities. The Southeast Alaska Regional Health Cor-

poration operates a regional clinic in Juneau; and an alcohol -
ism treatment facility as well as a shelter for battered

women and children, serving northern southeast are in Juneau

Juneau is also the regional headquarters for many organiza-
tions and government agencies including, the Forest Service,
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Coast Guard, the Postal
Service, and many others. In general, people from all over
Southeast travel to Juneau to meet their shopping, business,
and medical needs. Frequent and dependahble ferry service is

essential to this travel.

The movement of construction equipment to smaller comnmun-
ties fron Juneau by ferry is extrenely inportant. Wany
Southeast communities do not have opaving equipment, asphalt
plants, cement trucks, a sufficient number of dump trucks for
projects, or good crane trucks to conmplete certain projects.
Contractors from Juneau have the equipment and move ic with
them to the communities for projects such as water line instal -
lation, paving roads, and building oprojects. The ferry is
the only practical way to move it.

As with other Southeast communities, student travel by

ferry has become very important. 95% of the student's travel
is by ferry. Students travel in groups of 10-60 to sports
activities, music and dranma festivals, and to debate and
foreign language conferences. There is approximately one of
these groups from Juneau-Doug”-as High School travelling in SE
Alaska each week. Any reduction in ferry service would mean

a corresponding reduction in student travel

The Gold Medal Tournament is an annual adult basketball
tournament in which most of the Southeast comnmunities parti-—
cipate. It is held in Juneau and attracts approximately
1,000 people. The demand for ferry service at tournanment
time is so great that walk-on reservations must be made to
get on the ferry bringing oparticipants and spectators into

Juneau. This event may seem nminimally ‘inmportant, but it is
the highlight of many comnmnunities’ spring and has become a
social tradition throughout. Angoon even closes its schools
to coincide with tournament tine. Gatherings such as this

decrease the isolation people begin to feel after a long,
cold winter.
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Juneau to the smaller conmunities is equally inportant.

Juneau receives approximately 16 27-ft. vans each week fron
the south, loaded with groceries, mail, and supplies. The
desire for quick, frequent dependable service are reasons
freight companies cited for ferry use. Juneau is served by
barge lines once a week. Ferries arrive from Seattle or
Prince Rupert 3 times a week. Ferries are off-loaded quickly,
with vans heading for their destination wupon arrival. With
barge service it takes longer from the time the barge docks,
to the loading and delivery of containers. There is no benefit
to shipping on the ferry from Seattle or Prince Rupert if the
frequency is no better than that of the barge. Thus, if the

Seattle and Prince Rupert runs are reduced in the winter fronm
3 to 1 per week, the ferry system would Jloose more than the

corresponding reduction in revenues; it would loose the
business of those who wuse the ferry for its more frequent
deliveries from the south. Foodland, a local store, uses the
ferry exclusively in order to insure the freshest produce, milk
products, and meat by getting deliveries twice a week. This
is not possible by wusing the barge. Contractors, hospitals,

the fishing industry, and the forestry industry wuse the ferry
for its speedy delivery.

The movement of freight out of Juneau to the smaller

communities is of growing importance. People in the snmaller
communities have become accustomed to diets of fresh produce,
meats, and dairy products. The ferries are the only cost

effective way of providing these items to some communities.
Since many of these commuities are served by barge once every
4-6 weeks, a reduction in ferry service would severely linit

the availability of these products. Other freight such as car
parts, hardware, furniture, fishing gear, etc. make up the
bulk of itens for transport to the smaller conmmunities. As
it is now, the car decks of the feeder ferries are oftentinmes
too full to carry all the traffic needing transport. A cut

in the service offerred by these ferries would increase this
problem and the ferries may get into the wundesireable position
of prioritizing users of the systen

In general, the ferry's ‘importance to Juneau is derived
from the transport of tourists and Southeast residents fronm
outlying communities into Juneau, and the transport of freight
out of Juneau.



The City and Borough of Haines (pop. 1847) is located
75 miles north of Juneau on Lynn Canal. It is 1/2 hour fron
Juneau by air and 4 1/2 hours by ferry. Haines is connected
by road to the interior. Twenty-two miles wup this road is
Klukwan, a small Chilkat Indian Village with a population of
192. Klukwan has no businesses, S0 it relies totally on
Haines for goods and services. Haines is a major entry point
for land travel from Southeast Alaska into Canada or the
Interior of Alaska, and fron the interior to Southeast,
Prince Rupert, and Seattle. This function, however, is only
possible because of the ferry systen. Despite the still
recent completion of the Klondike Highway connecting Skagway
to Whitehorse, Haines may still be described as the northern
terminus of the M.arine Highway Systen. It is the Panhandle"s
closest link to the rest of Alaska.

The Haines economy in the past ten years has often seemed
to be reacting to the on-again, off-again attempts to keep the
sawnmill operating. Presently, the sawmill is not operating.
Fishing has been an important contributor to the economy, but
has recently been facing tougher times. Now the community s
turning towards its tourism potential as a means of finally
stabilizing the Haines econonmy. This effort has been helped
a great deal by the publicity and attention which has been given
to the annual fall eagle migration to the Chilkat River.
Work on promoting the weagle reserve as a place to visit s
progressing, and a visitor information center is under const-—
ruction. In addition, other efforts are being made to promote
Haines as a place to wvisit rather than just pass through.
The underling key ingredient for Haines?” tourism potential
is its accessabi®ity by ferry. Without the ferries, Haines
becomes simply a place at the end of a very long spur road.

It is difficult to overemphasize the importance of the
ferry system to the Haines econonmy. For example:

(1) There are five hotels inHaines (a total
of 128 roonms), with a gross income of
$625,000. The owners ofthe hotels state
that 90% of their business is derived
from travellers on the MNarine Highway
Systen.

(2) Even though Haines has little more than
a thousand residents, it has 11 restaurants,
seven of which remain open year-round.

The owners of the restaurants estinmate
that 80% of their business is derived
from ferry travellers.

HAINES
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(3) There are are four automobile service
stations. The operators of these stations
state that 40% of their business derives
from ferry traffic.

(4) In 1985 43/534 passengers emnbharked at

Haines, and 13,454 vehicles. 40,367
passengers and 12,424 vehicles disembarked.
In comparison, Juneau, which had the highest

number of disembarkations had only 1,650 more
vehicles disembarking than Haines.

It appears that when people drive down from the interior to
connect with the ferry, they have a strong desire not to miss
their connection south. And so they arrive early - ‘early
enough to need accommodations. Other exanples abound of
the importance of the ferry system to th Haines community:

(5) Approximately 1/2 of the food in the
grocery stores arrives via the ferry;
restaurants and bars receive all their
supplies by ferry.

(6) Approximately 1/2 of the construction
materials sold in Haines arrives by
ferry.

(7) The ferry system itself has 27 enmployees
in Haines; including two seasonal and
one part-tine.

of all the communities of Southeast Alasxa, it is clear
that Haines is the most vulnerable and would be hurt the nmost
by any significant curtailment in ferry service. The community
has experienced a taste of the impact of ferry service reduct-
ions this winter. Last winter Juneau residents could conven-
iently travel via ferry for the weekend to Haines. This
year, however, the schedule will not allow them to go to
Haines and return for the weekend. The result is that sone

businesses in Haines have had their worst winter ever
Indeed, a tour company that had planned some group tours to
the Haines area to enjoy the eagle migration had to cancel
their plans due to the scheduling difficulties.

Apart from the aspects already identified, it appears
as well that Haines is more dependent wupon the ferry systen
than other communities in terms of social and cultural events.

Haines is the site of the annual Southeast Fair. The fair,
scheduled every year in August, has become a major event.
Last year, attendance was approximately 8,000. And the
ferries play a wvital role. The event has beconme such a

popular one for for Juneau residents (and those travelling
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through Juneau) that demand for space far exceeds <capacity.
To their credit, managers of the system have cooperated by
scheduling an extra run to Haines. The ferries carry horses

other animals, and exhibits as well as people to the fair.

While the fair may be the largest event, there are
other cultural events and ongoing functions which depend

on the ferries. The famous Chilkat Dancers of Haines use
the ferries exclusively in their regional tours. They report
that approximately 25% of their audience for Haines perforn-
ances stem from the ferries. Also, there is an annual dranma

festival and competition in the summer which draws people to
Haines by ferry.

As with most other comnmunities served by the ferries,
school travel relies greatly on the ferry systen. 90%
of student travel from Haines is via ferry. The purposes
include travel to the annual nusic festival (this year held
in Ketchikan) and a foreign language festival in addition
to athletic events. Choosing ferry travel over air is a
matter of safety more than cost, according to the high school
principal.

Finally, but not least, there are numerous ongoing
people services and functions which depend wupon the ferries
in a manner which makes life in this and other smaller South-

east communites more manageable. There are only two doctors
in Haines, one of which also s srves Skagway. There is no
hospital. People from both conmmu lities depend on the ferries
for transportation to Juneau fot medical treatnment unless
an emergency exists. Also, periodic visits to Haines are
made by a veterinarian, an optometrist, and a chiropractor,
all of whom wuse the ferry as they carry with then a fair
amount of equipment. And, twice a nmonth both the Public
Defender and District Attorney along with a judge <come to
Haines for judicial proceedings. They usually fly, but
schedule their visits according to the ferry schedule as a
backup. The local magistrate estimates that it v/ould <cost
the state approximately $1500/day should those three opeople
get weathered in. 0f course, as with Skagway and Hoonah,

many residents depend wupon the ferry to be able to travel
to Juneau for consumer goods which are simply not available
in their conmmunity. It is cheaper, safer, and mnore depend-
able than flying.

In this study and report, it appears to a significant
degree that the importance of the ferries rises in ‘inverse

proportion to the size of the community. Haines happens
to be the one exanple which demonstrates the rule most
dramatically. The ferries quite simply are a major factor,

not just to the econonmy, but to the quality of life.
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SKAGWAY

The City of Skagway 1is located at che northern end of Lynn
Canal. The current population is 790. It is 93 miles north of
Juneau, 45 minutes by air and 6 1/2 hours by ferry. Like a
great many other places in Alaska, it has had its economic wups
and downs, but Skagway's history appears to have peaks and
valleys which are both higher and lower than perhaps any

other. Soon after its beginning, and at the height of the
rush to the Klondike gold fields, Skagway (combined with
nearby Dyea) was the largest city in Alaska (pop. 8500). 0f
course when the boom turned to bust, the population declined
rapidly. Skagway might have turned into a ghost town were in
not for the construction of the railroad in 1899. Eventually
the railroad became the mainstay of the economy, transporting
ore from the Yukon to Skagway to be loaded on ships, and

tourists and freight north to Lake Bennett and Whitehorse.
But the iron mines closed in 1981 forcing the railroad out of
business in 1982. This put the very life of Skagway in jeopardy.
But the opening of the Klondike Highway connecting Skagway
with Whitehorse has given the town new vitality.

Now Skagway concentrates almost entirely on tourism and
the ferries are an important component of this econony.
230,000 people visited Skagway last year. Skagway"'s popu-—
lation doubles in the Summer in an effort to accommodate their
visitors.

While the vast bulk of tourists come by cruise ship, it s
the visitors who come by ferry who spend money in local rest-
aurants, hotels, service stations and grocery stores. This

is because food and lodging is dincluded in the cruise ship
package. Thus, the 36,000 visitors who came by ferry in 1986

are an important component to these Skagway businesses. And,
to an increasing degree, this component is not restricted to
the Summer period. Skagway is working hard at encouraging
Juneau residents to travel north for winter breaks. Since

this winter is the first winter that the road to Whitehorse
has remained open, visitors are being encouraged to come to

Skagway for cross-country skiing or to go to Whitehorse. Due to
the winter opening of the road, those business remaining open
all report dincreased winter business. 0f course, the ferries

play an inmportant vrole in making the increased winter traffic
possible.

The opening of the road also means that tourists trav-
eling north with their car now have the option of disembarking

at Skagway. Thus, Skagway now joins Haines as an entry point for
travel to the interior and Canada. The 1985 Port Traffic Sunmmary
Data indicates that 29,577 passengers and 5,731 wvehicles en-
barked from Skagway. 31,522 passengers and 6,402 vehicles dis-

enbarked. Presently, (March 1987) Skagway receives four main-



line ferries/week, and one visit by the Le Conte. In the sumnmer,
service increases to five mainline ferries while service by the
Le Conte remains about the sanme.

Like other Southeast communities, Skagway depends on the

ferry systen for its basic transportation needs. The ferry
offers a low-priced, dependable means of transportation to Juneau
with its greater selection of consumer goods and services.

Since Skagway is situated in a narrow valley with steep mount-
ains on either side, it receives winds from the north, espec-

ially in winter, which are severe. The winds make flights
into Skagway uncomfortable and at times impossible. The ferry
offers a dependable option. Most people schedule their depart-
ures according to the ferry schedule, so that even though they
may plan to fly, they will not be stranded by a flight cancel -
lation

Skagway's health professional is a Physician's Assistant,
with a doctor from Haines visiting once every two weeks. The
ferry is an important link between Haines and Skagway for the
transfer of medical supplies, drugs, and personnel. If people
need more medicalservices than are available in Skagway, they
usually travel to Juneau, and often by ferry.

Given the recent efforts by Skagway businesses to attract

winter business, buoyed by the opening of the road for winter
traffic,people in Skagway are naturally disheartened at the
prospect of decreased ferry service. For it is the current level
of ferry service which largely makes it possible for the winter
business to grow. That is, the appeal is being made to Juneau
residents for a winter foray to Skagway and Whitehorse, and

such a visit by car necessarily involves use of the ferries.
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND FINDINGS

The intent of this section is to. provide a helpful
perspective of ways to inprove our Alaska Marine Highway
System (AMHS). We intend no offense. Indeed, this section,
like each of the others is to lend assistance.

From the beginning, the goal of the AMHS has been to
allow residents of Southeast access to the same transportation
opportunities as those residents of areas on maintained road
systenms. The service has been treated fiscally as lunp sun
appropriations, turned over to an administrator for disburse-
ment, much like other passthrough programs such as Education

Foundation, Municipal Assistance, and Revenue Sharing. But
there is a major difference: school districts and local
governments statewide are not able to meet their own funding
needs. For that matter, neither is the State®s land based
highway systen. But the AMHS on the other hand, is entirely
capable of providing most of its own revenues. It has in the

past, and studies indicate that the system has the potential
in the short-term (within five years) to provide from 55 to
60 per cent of its operating costs through system receipts.

This potential, however, is dependent wupon the continu-
ation and gxpansion of service. The system generates no
revenues sitting off-line at dockside, and in some cases
may cost the system more than when operating and generating

revenues. The system is a long way from realizing its revenue
potential. The solution, however, does not lie in a change
of schedule or reduction of service. It lies in necessary
changes to the delivery of those services, specifically day-
to-day operation, manning reguirements, public perception,
and management. The following are some areas revealed during

this study where significant improvenments could be made:
(1) Advisory Board

Foremost among our suggestions is that the Legislature
and Governor form a small advisory board to work with the
AMHS to develop goals and inmplement strategies over the next
three years. This reconmendation cannot be overstated. The
board could well serve as the ingredient necessary to make the
AMHS the paradigm of marine transportation and the backbone of

economic developmnent. The small board should be comprised of
transportation and marketing professionals, legislators, and
users.

(2) Vessel Lay-Up

One item that should play an dimportant role in the deci -
sions on funding levels are vessel lay-up costs and the amount
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of time vessels spend in port for maintenance. Here is a list-
ing of overhaul <costs per week for each wvessel, shown as a
percentage of its weekly operating costs:

Aurora - 51.4% Tustemena 65.5%
Chilkat - 82% Bartlett 90.8%
LeConte - 49.8% Columbia T1.1%
Matanuska - 66.1% Malaspina 42.9%

Lastly, the Taku has a percentage of 50.3%

If you accept the validity of the 1984 Task Force Report
that the system could be providing 55 to 60 per cent of its
own funding within five years, then only on the Malaspina
would it cost significantly less to lay-up for maintenance

than to operate. Further, the time periods for lay-ups for
maintenance seem to be excessive. They range from a five
week maintenance period for the Chilkat to 19 weeks for the
Columbia. By contrast, the cruiseship Stardancer lays up
for 8 days per year. Al'l other maintenance is done on bhoard

during operation.

Qur recommendation is that the Legislature and Governor
establish a five year series of attainable revenue goals
as a percentage of operating cost, and that these goals be
evaluated along with actual experience prior to each fiscal
year appropriation. In this manner, the Legislature can
gncourage the system to eliminate those areas of apparent
excess cost, such as the maintenance time on vessels.

(3) Inventory Control and Purchase of Provisions

Perhaps the most common complaint has been the warehousing of
supplies, especially foodstuffs, and the system? ‘inability to
track those provisions. e came across a report dated August
4, 1983 from Gerald Wilkerson to members of the Legislative
Budget and Audit Committee regarding an audit of AWMHS ware-

houses in Seattle and Juneau. The State Accounting Systen
(SAS) records for the inventory at the Seattle warehouse
showed the Seattle inventory at $230,621.49; while the
warehouse records showed inventory at $87,161.18, a differ-
ence of $143,460.31. Acting Deputy Commissioner Eugene Black

attributed the discrepancy to inadequate reconciliation pro-
cedures between the AMHS warehouses and the State Accounting

Systenm. Indeed, there were consistent diferences between
other AMNHS records and the SAS. The Seattle finding stands
out, however, because of Governor Sheffield"s AHNS Task
Force, which was conducting its ispections during the sanme
general time period. In its official report dated April,

1984, the Task Force had the following to say about its inspec-—
tion of the Seattle warehouse:
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The warehouse space at Pier 48 currently
leased by the system is not being wutilized

to its fullest capacity. In addition, the
main warehouse is disorganized with little
control in effect. Both front and rear
doors to the main warehouse were open with
vehicles entering unrestricted. There

appears to be excess warehouse capacity
and minimal control of the main warehouse
area.

In the same audit report, Wilkerson also points out another
shortcoming that we feel warrants inmediate attention
lilkerson states:

Juneau warehouse records do not provide his-
torical detail of inventory transactions which

would show all purchases, adjustments, and
issuance of inventory itenms. By not having
this detail, the disappearance of inventory

and subsequent adjustment of records could
go undetected.

Black responded that "the data oprocessing oprogram purchased
for use at the warehouse does not have the capability of keep-
ing transactions by iten."

We are aware that the management is reviewing these cost

saving measures. Our reconmmendation on this matter is that
the Legislature and the Governor direct the AMHS to opusue
"shipside" purchase of Provisions. That is, shifting to a
system of little or no dinventory. The benefits are several.
There seems little justification for the amount of space
currently being payed for in Seattle, especially if supplies
were to be purchased "shipside". Inventory could be more
easily tracked because everyching purchased would actually
make it onto the ship rather than be warehoused. It would
also allow Alaska dollars to stay in Alaska, and help to
support local economies along its routes, plus build a stronger
relationship with the business community. An additional
effort should be made to evaluate the current procedures for
the purchase of fuel by AMNHS. This particular purchasing

strategy needs a review beyond our budget and timetable.
However, it is equally inportant and seems to be an area
which has been neglected. It is a complex question and entails
cost comparisons of food purchase alternatives and ware -
house efficiencies.

(3) On-Shore Ship Services

The system seems to haj® little or no control over dock-—
ing costs, and certainly no consistency in approach. One
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community charges the system $600 every time they tie up a
boat, while another community provides the service gratis,
in recognition of the importance of the ferry to the comnmu-

nity. We do not suggest there is no reasonable explanation,
we simply do not have one. A similar problem exists with
on-shore agents at the various ports of call. Some are AMHS
enployees, some are contract agents. Some are dedicated to
their work and represent the ferry system very well. They
keep regular office hours, sell tickets, meet ships, nelp
with tie-ups etc. Some (more likely to bhe contract agents)
keep minimal staff and minimal office hours, do a poor job

on-shore costs (such as tie-ups) that are billable directly to
the AMHS, do not present a good impression to passengers, and
collect a higher percentage of ticket sales than do travel
agents.

Qur recommendation is that the Legislature and Governor
direct the AMHS to determine the most cost-effective method

of handling on-shore services, and further direct that those
costs and methods should be as consistent as possible through-
out the systenm. Further, that the system should function

within a strict set of guidelines to ensure a consistent level
of service at a consistent cost.

(5) Ferry Freight
e found a tremendous dependence by some businesses on the

ferry system for freight service, but also received many con-
plaints regarding practices on the cargo deck that often cause

inconveniences to clients. There was expressed to us a feeling
that the AWNHS did not consistently recognize the importance of
their commercial clients as a source of revenues. One example
given is that the system does not enforce its prepaynmnent
requirement on vehicles. The result is that conmercial

opportunities are lost when a passenger vehicle cancels,
because there is no incentive for the person cancelling to
notify the AMNHS. There is then no opportunity for the space
to be filled, though there may be a commercial carrier who
would desire the space.

Our recommenda'.ion is that the Legislature and Governor
instruct the AMHS t) consider methods of maximizing revenues
from commercial freight users through adjustments in sched-
uling or lay-up sch "mdules so as to "cater"™ to commercial
clients during periods of high freight volume, such as those
noted in the community sections of thisreport.

(6) Promotion and Marketing
The AMHS is the largest public water transportation systen

in the United States, Southeast Alaska is one of the nation's
major tourist destinations. In a recent survey, 58 percent
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of all respondents identified the ferry systen as their

preferred method of travel to Alaska. Yet wuntil just four
months ago, very little effort was made at promoting the
system "outside", and even less within Alaska. If the AMNHS
is to survive without dramatic reductions in services, major
sources of revenue have to be identified. There is very
nearly wunlinited potential for "selling" the systenm, but
several changes do need to occur to realize its tourisn
potential. We believe this can occur in concert with private

enterprise, particularly during the winter months.

Our recomnmendation is that the Legislature and Governor
instruct the AMNHS to actively pursue changes within the reser-—
vation system that will wexpedite that systen. Areas to be
considered should include contracting out the reservation
function or the training of the staff to experienced pro-
fessionals within the travel industry; transferring reserva-
tions onto one of the major airlines computer systems so that
no extra equipment would be needed by travel agents to write
tickets for the ferry systen; increase the commissions on
tickets to at least mininun industry standards; actively
recruit and opursue private/public partnerships in the mnmar-
keting of the system; work closely with the State Division of
Tourism for promotional purposes; initiate efforts to improve
the impression the system presents at its Seattle and Prince
Rupert terminals; provide training to employees in public
contact positions, both on-shore and on-ship. Finally, the
Legislature and Governor should urge the management and
employees to help realize its potential.

(7) Operations

This brings us to our final "operational" recommendation,
and the most common issue we found among sSsystems users. e
recommend that the AMHS conduct a thorough, comparative revieuw
of all contract provisions with organizations representing
employees of the systen. Further, that special attention
be paid to provisions relating to manning requirements, senior-—
ity, training oprogramns, assignment of duties, annual leave,

sick leave, penalty and overtine compensation, ship-based
versus shore-based compensation and benefits, call-out prac-
tices, and residency requirements. The various contracts
should be consistent in the different provisions. In addition,
a similar review should be conducted of the cost of adminis-
tering the system, and appropriate reconmendations made. The

findings and recommendations of this contract review and the
administrative review should be implemented at the earliest

opportunity, in order to help stabilize the system's oper-—
ating expenses at a level that will assure continued Legis-
lative support. The labor forces of the AMHS are the element

primarily responsible for the successes of the system and
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maintaining its effectiveness through recent turmoil. They
must be full partners in meeting the current challenges.

The conclusions reached by our research lead us to believe
that much of the expense in operating the AMHS is not inherent

in the ferry service itself. It appears rather to be entrenched
in the delivery of that service by the AMHS. Ferry loads are
adequate and the system is being used. For that reason, every

effort should be made to avoid a reduction in actual service.
By the same token, it is imperative that every effort be taken
to encourage the system to streamline its delivery of service
in an effort to increase revenue, without sacrificing 1its
conmmittment to basic transportation needs of all Southeast

residents. It would be truly wunfortunate if any reduction
in funding should result strictly in a conmensurate reduction
in service without regard to other areas of the systen. e

see the decisions made this session as decisions affecting
the entire future of the ANHS.

e feel strongly that there are gquantifiable ways of both
reducing the cost of operation, and at the same time increasing
revenues. We urge your support of funding levels that wil
guarantee the continuation of the essential service level
currently being provided by the AHNS. By the same token, we
inplore you to adopt an aggressive handling of the systen's
managerial and operational deficiencies. On no level of mana-
gement theory have we found justification for allowing a bil-
lion dollar infrastructure to sit idle. It would be a quest-
ionable business decision to do so, and absolutely wunacceptable
as a nmnatter of public policy. We urge the legislature and
governor to fund the AMHS for FY 88 at a level of 62.6 nillion,
and to adopt intent language that service levels be maintained.
Since this is the first year of the session, we would also
encourage the governor and the legislature to set some General
Fund net operating goals for the AMHS for FY 80. A report
from management on the status of that effort, with specific
citations, should be requested for delivery to the Legislature
by the first day of April, 1988.

Thank you for your consideration. e believe that a
strong directive from the legislature and Governor to the
management of the AMHS, combined with a maintenance level
appropriation for FY 88, can assist the ANHS to make great
strides toward ensuring that the system will continue to
provide adequate levels of service to the State in the future
We do not pretend or suggest that all of our recommendations
are absolutes. There is no clainm that we have all the answers,
but we believe in the viability and future of the ferry
systenm.



strides toward ensuring that the systenm will continue to
provide adequate levels of service to the State in the future.
We do not pretend or suggest that all of our recommendations
are absolutes. There is no clainm that we have all the answers,
but we believe in the viability and future of the ferry

systen.
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TABLE 1

Secondary

FERRY SERVICE FOR SOUTHEAST ALASKA
NMARCH 1987
NWainline
Northbound Southbound Northbound

Stops Stops Stops
14 13 21

14 13 0

13 13 6

5 5 12

14 14 17

14 14 5

14 14 5

26

22

6

10

9

9

3

does not receive service during the
winter schedule.

Southbound
Stops

23
1

21
22
10
12

12

period



TABLE 2

AVERAGE WEEKLY SERVICE FOR SOUTHEAST ALASKA

MARCH 1987
Wainline Secondary
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbo
Stops Stops Stops Stops
KETCHIKAN 3.16 2.93 4.74 5.19
WRANGELL 3.16 2.93 0 .23
PETERSBURG 2.93 2.93 1. 35 1.58
SITKA 1.13 1.13 2.71 3.16
JUNEAU 3.16 3.16 3.84 4.06
HAINES 3.16 3.16 1.13 1.13
SKAGWAY 3.16 3.16 1. 13 1.13
METLAKATLA 5.87 6.09
HOLLIS 4.97 4.97
KAKE 1.35 2.26
ANGOON 2.26 2.11
TENAKEE 2.03 2.03
HOONAH 2.03 2.03
PELICAN .68 .68
Note: Hyder does not receive service during the period

of tne Winter schedule.



TABLE 3

FERRY SERVICE FOR SOUTHEAST ALASKA

JULY 1987
Wainline Secondary
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound®

Stops Stops Stops Stops
KETCHIKAN 26 21 36 34
WRANGELL 26 29 0 0
PETERSBURG 21 29 o 4 4
STTKA 11 9 8 2
JUNEAU 28 26 14 i*
HAINES 26 25 10
SKAGWAY 26 26 10 c
METLAKATLA 26 25
HOLLIS 30 30
KAKE 4 4
ANGOON 8 9
TENAKEE 8 5
HOONAH 14 10
PELICAN 2 2
HYDER 5 5



TABLE 4

AVERAGE WEEKLY SERVICE FOR SOUTHEAST AufSKA

JULY 1987
Wainline Secondary
Northbound Southbound Northbound Southbound

Stops Stops Stops Stops
KETCHIKAN 5.87 6.09 8.13 7. 67
WRANGELL 5.87 6.54 0 0
PETERSBURG 6.09 6.54 .90 . .90
SITKA 2.48 2.03 1.81 1.81
JUNEAU 6.32 5.87 3.16 3. 16
HAINES 5.87 5.64 2.26 2.26
SKAGWAY 5.87 5.87 2.26 2.26
METLAKATLA 5.87 5.64
HOLLIS 6.77 6.77
KAKE .90 .90
ANGOON 1.81 2.03
TENAKEE 1.81 1.13
HOONAH 3.16 2.26
PEriICAN .45 .45

HYJER 1.13 1.13



TABLE 5
ALASKA MARINE HIGHWAY SYSTEM PERSONNEL BY COMMNU
(Also showing onboard personnel by wunion menber
ONBOARD
18U MNeéP MEBA SHORESIDE
JUNEAU 158 9 8 101
KETCHIKAN 240 19 19 11
HAINES 17 1 2 7
SKAGWAY 3 1 1 5
PETERSBURG 7 1 1 2
WRANGELL 2 0 0 2
SITKA 5 0 0 2
CRAILG 4 0 0 0
HOLLIS 0 0 0 2
HYDABURG 1 0 0 0
THORNE BAY 1 0 0 0
HOONAH 0 0 0 1
ANGOON 1 0 0 0
HYDER 1 0 0 0
AK NOT SE 71 10 8 15
NON-RESIDENTS 39 21 52 16
555 68 91 165
Note: Figures include seasonal and part-time emnployees
* 1Bl = Inland Boatmen JUnion
MM&P = Marine Mates & Pilots
WEBA = Marine Engineer Beneficial \ssociation

NITY
ship)

TOTAL

276
294
21
10
11

A

104
134
878
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A RESOLUTION BY THE SOUTHEAST CONFERENCE
RESOLUTION #87-1

EREAS, the Southeast Conference has completed a compre -
hensive review of the Alaska Marine Highway Systen's
critical importance to Alaska conmnmunities; and

WHEREAS, Alaska®s rugged coastline prohibits road access to

all but two of Southeast Alaska's twenty-four municipali-
ties and boroughs; and,

WHEREAS, Southeast Alaska's severe and wunpredictable weather

frequencly prohibits air access to those municipalities;
and,

WHEREAS, the Alaska Marine Highway System is the foundation of

Southeast Alaska"s economy; and,

WHEREAS, the Alaska WMarine Highway System is the primary and

only dependable mode of transportation in Southeast Alaska;
and,

WHEREAS, the Alaska Marine Highway System also provides a

Il H

significant nmeans of transportation to Southcentral and
Interior Alaska that effects their economny; and,

EREAS, the Alaska Marine Highway Systen is critical to
Southeast Alaska's fishing, timber, tourisnm, and retai
industries; and,

WHEREAS, the Alaska Marine Highway System is also critical

to the delivery of human services, such as health care and
education; and,

WHEREAS, any reduction in the level of service in Southeast

Alaska would have a dramatic affect on day-to-day Ilife in
Southeast;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Southeast Conference re-—

BE

spectfully urges Governor Cowper and the Fifteenth Alaska
State Legislature to accept and implement to the maximun
extent practical the reconmmendations presented by the

Southeast Conference in the report entitled “"The Alaska
Marine Highway Systen; The Community Perspective;" and,

IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska Marine Highway Sys-—
tem maintain its current level of service and be funded
by an authorization of $62.6 million for fiscal year 1988.

Adopted by the Southeast Conference on the 7th day of April,

1987.

Ernest Polley, Preside?



PUBLICATIONS CONSULTED IN THE PREPARATION OF THIS REPORT:

Alaska Marine Highway Draft System Plan, AMHS, November 1986.

Alaska Marine Highway Schedules, Alaska Marine Highway Systen,
Fall/Winter/Spring/Summer, 1986-1987.

Alaska Tourism Handbook, A Guide to Community Tourism Dev-
elopment, State of Alaska, Division of Tourism, Septenber
1985.

Alaska Visitors Statistics Program; Alaska Visitor
Arrivals, Summer Season 1985, Data Decisions Group,
February 1986.

Alaska Visitors Statistics Program; Patterns, Opinions,
and Planning, Summer Season 1985, Data Decisions Group
April 1986.

Alaska Visitors Statistics Program; Alaska Visitor Arrivals,
Fall/Winter/Spring 1985-86, Data Decisions Group, Septenmber
1986 .

Economic Indicators, Ketchikan Gateway Borough, March 1987.

Governors Revised FY 88 Operating Budget for the Alaska Marine
Highway System, AMHS, March 1987.

1985 Annual Traffic Report, AMHS, May 1986.

Report and Reconmmendations of the Alaska Marine Highway
Task Force, Prepared for Governor Sheffield, April, 1984

Southeast Community Profiles, Department of Community and
Regional Affairs, Dates vary by community: 1982-1984.

A Study of the Feasibility of Converting the Haines Tank Farmn
to a MNaintenance, Refueling, and Watering Facility for the
Alaska Marine Highway Systen, Homan-McDowell Associates,
April 1979.
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QPO ram With er short timespa IPSIHCGI B tion In Decemuer
expertise Tor e program comes ¢ and private SOLIrCeS and fnus 1S ca
a cooperative marketing program.

erative pr eﬁ) géragts re urreahrg egree of accountability in ter so ro ram results
ot measur n f]urabg e"return on Inves ﬁr}nen must cre tt Warrant

rom both pr
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nhvironment w er no one member has oontro theast Ias
etr ouncl contra ted Wi h D srolg roup uneau, Sea
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CHAPTER I: DESCRIPTION OF
SOUTHEAST ALASKA MARKETING COUNCIL PROGRAM

W e R fﬁbL it i

ormaélono was prompted by a ngtice reaseln V\% 00
ghtsl Southeast des éea oveyall Incraase In Visiors ot sae

(tor se%tors]have aired su stantlallw uuthcentra and Intior on em regions, on
CTis frafic hes see MajOr Increases I Southeast

SAMC members were reacting to statistics such as the following:

% y 35% of }ient Pleas re ISI0rs {0 Is% visited S utheas}ln Summer
’Q com areﬁ1 {0 V|s|t|n out central an V|smng nterighs Prt err}]e

Ogng] attrac{]lgnb%%edthae |st '%”M"nhenﬂufoﬁu{X?e?tStl%l%‘ét aBty only 50%

_H]] e fvISItors.
s

community th 0 enm st visited. community list ranks No
ggtréasu rawing 27/uy0 In epe% ent Peasure VisItors), &/ee Appen(P IX for

§1 nctlono th SAM as the marketlpg[arm?fthe Southeast Alaska Tourism Councll
% 1S to veo nlglement marketing plans to attract more independent travelers

east pec ic goals are:

* To increase hotel vi |tat|oH

« 10 Increase omt 0 P %e arctlw among  regional businesses
» 10 Increase ISIt0 %t 0

» To Increase num er of pomts VISIt dinSoutheast

To accomplis oals, the SAMC was organized alon ve lines as
fhe st tew Q ia\glsnosﬁsso lation. Mar etm ounc% e\fﬁ@fg@f members,
mcu en| e a est anC|a Co tnbutor ional resentatlve

ap Imite ero ex ert a \Qsors 1S eco n gnwa
for other states grad ﬁiestl ations due to its success | lending’o pub Ic and private
mar eting expertise and dollars

The SAMC Cooperative M funded at $446,000 jn. 1987 a
Eroeecte at $%<$F0a0bveg)eta[£ %lng rans]eg\tlg? currlltﬁ% ao?é 4|n nmg% dthleS
rangel

ommunities of Juneau tkan, S H‘f kagwa pert, alnes \wte OrSe,
eter (5 jus the}\ f< %1 r¥e % (?c sector
Ht“ t{/antS %reecgoeter |n s\ %rfor b |? n%ns r%ler hj ours e w#
eﬁw ray Xh\fgg Prravg etures rewitt- |tka emsco, ngerso
otel/Watert roup Barino odge and AlaskaBound.



The Three-Year Goal of the SAMC Marketing Program is to
* increase overnight visitation to Southeast Alaska by 300,000 room
nights.
The Target Audience of the SAMC Marketing Program is
* independent travelers using air, ferry and highway as their
transportation modes.
The Focus of the SAMC Marketing Program is on
* increasing awareness of the Southeast region overall and of the air,

ferry, and highway access to the ¢egion specifically.

Q Pro ram has been |mpl]emented [1987 and | |5(fn
%t pon nts com nsef rogra

Frawinq hoards. for
?rach ear t] |
onent, |tso jectives, its elements’and its allocation levels for 1987

W poeie
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1, Barticitgnation in State of Alaska AVAMC Cooperative Marketing
rogra

Objecti To obtain u |edA a prospect names/labels for Southeast brochure
Jectives’ dps nbu |o |slt1§) eastasareco nize rket|n entg;m the

co%peratlv mar et'B%P

vertlse et fity In t stat cia J&Oa%)lu% JP

acatlon nner ecto distri ute to over 4( qua potentla
VISITOrS per year.

Herents:  Purchase of 172,000 labels of res nd nts to natjonal stat advertising. most
qtuap edasmteresteda In V|5|t|ngpAas tIout not by cruises |porpacl<gg

P h f AVAMC Marketing P h h
reusrt():o g r?t IAMA C Marketing Parmer status with option to purchase

988 Ia ifion: . S dverusement| the Official AI:M %
ﬁ) ﬂ ?< acation a ner uectorywhlc reaches over 4 0
qua aska [rospects each year.

Allocation: ag%bgu,ooo (including $5000 retirement of SATC 1983 Travel Planner

1988: $14,000

2. Consumer Advertising
ectives:  T0 establish consu era areness of Southeast Alaska as a.travel destination
= rH g r%lme tran t]?orA?as a toreverse th ggcmmg trenof ?
In ent travel to out east

generate aqyver sm responses for purpose ofconvemng interested
|nq Irers Into Sout ea VISItors.

Herrents: FuII e color adve tlsements with response ¢ rds mt\]/vo Ala ka's
ﬁu travel mar et consumer publi atlons uring the travel pannmg

er|o
etM azine —February,
atlsonal 8gographlc este (?Itlon March, 1987

1988 planned addition: Alaska Magazine insertion

Allocation:  1987: $160,000. includ tjonal Geographic inseyt
T htion 1200 D o ot ot i,

1988: $160,000 (using same ad and adding Alaska Magazine insertion)



Chjectives:  T0 Increase consumer awareness of Southeast Alaska.

I\?alrl}%rease consumer awareness of independent travel options in Southeast

0 procuce af u|| lece to mail to potential visitors generated b
Erﬁponents Lan %09/ P ) y

s S A S AR DS o

o T Hrse bamag i o eges ofdrecton.
Print 200,000 copies of brochure.
Allocation: 1987 $95,000

988, $70,000 @usm same brochure as 1987, more if eight additional
Irectory pages are actle

4, Mail Fulfillment

jectives:  Place Southeast brachure into the hands of AVAMC advertising respondents
Chpecthes and SA% adverﬁslhng respongents ISP

Henents: M&ljlsguto 200,000 brochures by Media Services, the state's mail fulfillment

Allocation: 1987 $50,000
1988: $50,000



5. Public Relations

jectives: 10 enhance the effectiveness of advertising and direct mail programs b
- mcreasm aWareness of a aenhancm %lma eo(f SOlf'[hga 9A61 iéay
ener m% e%s co(Yera%e In prime natl onal and'regional markets and t
peC|a tad% edl aualiences
Herents:  Retained national and state public relations professionals

Press t includin So east storle hotos and conﬁacés distri buteﬂ to
(We[J tra fra pu catlons an \WSpaper trave orst roughout
anada.

Monthly stories and news releases in major U.S. markets and in Alaska.

An instate regional awareness element informs SAMC artlc ants and
Soutﬂeast reg(? nts on the use ang] efrectiveness OMhe%rogr

f'l Ei] nned}gddltlon Pur?haSﬁ Hallt stories, from freelance writers
Purc a% ualtyﬁ 0tgs, Fetalpln acw{gm Service
e\z;mded Phess KKt dstrbutio writer familiarization trips, special
eWspaper section advertlsmg {0 obtain editorial Space.
Allocation: 1987 §25,000

1988: 550,000

6. Research
Qojectives: ~ To measure effectiveness of SAMC Marketing Program components.

To profile the Southeast incependent pleasure traveler to better market to that
vm?or and to en%ance ac[] attractu? Fvery

To identify best media choices and advertising vehicles.

To d%termme hest AVAMC list criteria for widest effective brochure
distribution

Hevets.  1987. 1987/1988 Program Evaluation (this document)
AVSP Special Independent Pleasure Visitor Analysis
1988 planned: Conversion Study
Allocation: ~ 1987: $13,000



7. Administration

jectives:  T0 provjde an efficient implementation of the Southeast Alaska Marketin
Chpectives Co ncmarketlnge&rogr ms. ’

Hemerts:  Daily administrative functions

Pre ara lon an ductlo of annual report including funcls spent, projects
un erta en and, P/ven available, anain Eatlon oF Ies tso?th progP n#
Allocation: ~ 1987: $21,000

1988 $28,000

8. Contingency

jectives:  T0 provide contingency, funds for investm
et determined to pro (\Jnde the greatest retums,

To provide for absorption of shortfalls in expected revenue, if any.
Allocation: ~ 1987: $79,000

1988: §$17,000

ent in program components
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CHAPTER Il: THE SAMC PROGRAM MODEL:
STATE OF ALASKA COOPERATIVE MARKETING PROGRAM
An Historical and Performance Review

1. Description and History

AT e i keetr'g‘-’ o Pr%%% qésﬁd °Paﬁqh%a3§}?8eﬂ e Sdkabs
Pes nations.(roughadt te ol ic and private sect

Ing and marketin ertrs 0Irhe %"v“e str i%ocr trono
Alflaf gs% r\glarﬁg

arketing program ofe Al 80 Sates

ooperative Markgting Program the Kumber 1

e%an |7:Iatrona| sfructureo the AVAM consrstso harrman en memBers

} fne seven 9est co trr UtO S tO € progra a mrnrm 0 r MEMDEIS

ﬂ1 E P ddvISors, rren ven CcO B[ re functio a rtrg
atera (1 mger) pring, erse an In IC a[tIOHS dngl REse rc d

com |ttee IS Chaired Dy a C Incil member an compose 0T two to Tour other councl

MEeMmOers.
AMC Pr 11th It h
E)Qle e R Ao o B g8 e D

» To enhance the image of Alaska as an attractive vacation
destination.

 To generat |n urrhes about Alaska so as, to r[)Jace in_qualified
Rros ects the motivational and educational in rmatron
ecessary or conversion.

ThB AVAMC aanu%Opro ram s com osedo advertésrng Olprrm%IJ Lya tlr% re{r;)ns%rrher magazrne

lications an spapers. television ther
om onents rnc srzan)Vp B%Jrc relatiq se ort, trad an consu qbvrg t?
a roch res

a eréj e as afl r(r:r%n% es an c}lrr]rtrar &a'ﬂ e Horya 52 &8 850 prodlcts
A\'}ERZT program. print photogiapry P

BQF main annual Tq]ram coI eral |e e is The. Alaska an nad s Yukon
cra Vac tion dpa xl olor dual H up e 0oo et
are. to mo |vae pros ects et Jllh aand cae 0se prospe

varrex was anan tr n anner includes over rge
g V'épt%%&o%‘e? ;r“eees '” gréedrrrrse e R eCQaS%nu
egltron of(l]ng%[ anneran% V\Ptm% |P e conte tsofe th acafion ﬂanner

catio
|ronl}ﬁogsrr(l’grlIer srzglbrochures eac adressrng rtse 0 oneo etwo acatron [anner

An immediate program bengfit to individual "marketing partners” (those who purchase an
advertrsementPn ﬂea{T/]acatron qannerorcontrrbute IDequrvai rgt amount?@thea ity



sem |I|ng Ia% s of consumer aﬁver Isin res ondents. . These respondents

emse eson BRCS ttac 01 ea ver as, potential Visitors. rnteresteg in
ecr £S 0 Aalas 2 rave accomm onsa trvr Ies and state their year an
season of Intenaed! visit, their past trave rts an therrage

ear's A ogram has a unique theme which is reflected in all advertisin
rt/ most coll aterat pg (me representatﬁ/e themes have been: J

. America’ evr/ Frontier of Travel
. Alaska - cas eatest [ave Ad 8e(nture
. AlasKa - ra eI estrn ono the
. Alaskal errca e ravel ohrer%tur .
. Alas Plecéacu ar § st { mnrrE
2 One 10 as OM eye | XH Back
omrn Iy cee ageso ree Advice...

age
eso e%i\ vrce or nyone Wishing to Experience the Vacation
(?OLI!’a es of Free Advice {ﬁﬁska IS the Mystery that | Will Never Tame

=

1987 g
(con't. television theme om

The AVAMC Program alsg respon ég s[t))ecral rntﬁrest%ot emb and condition f
OIte marketplace “on . an a %%e asrs n er rng . market

velopme tcam aiqn of 19 rsa me exam Ie e campajgn consists of in-
state a vertr et ate cou re r ens 0 vrt \N ér rren and relatives to
vacatro urin teo eront K / cam parlgmkso Includes
gﬁt \g(t: IVIatlresS roc ures and a pro uct ooklet sampling Alaska’s various attractions

Residents we asked in th \rertrsrng end in aco on with their fri nr?_s {Wgt eIatves
na esada ses an VIS 0810 ounsm (\rv% the mall outt A

ro uct oo dto A m also mailed these o tera(! eces toaselect st

travelers and to l\/l verttP ng es ondentsw ostate rnterestrnvrsrtrn rn

all. winter or S rrn E ram ee ent a co nron
avertrs ngwwas dr c to Alaskans to et am nens trve rnte
ower 0 are qtr /wrnter spring. v ttors Q\date the nter rrn
cam n has ener goe jal visitors. A conversion stu yto me sur
actu srtors enerate Wil bepe orme

dIunng the summeyr.
OthEr sp&cral carr%g@%nf hap(r)er ﬁ%dt)e\?gresde et@e 7(prr)ltentral \Ar/rlgnt avnelere Saengl he Ove Zfrseas
Ee eratron?g %g”r e second year o0 %eﬁrtw g%u nv(a[
dpure an gecra arlrngs t0 Alaska magazine gift subscrioers rn ower
Ition to last year's efforts.

In summary, the major activities of the AVAMC Marketing Program are:

0 CP sumeddrbao%azrne advertisin Whl laces th Vacation Planner in the hands
ver 4 nte este an ualr potent a vr Sjtors, an enerates names
dresse an rs whr chcan use y Marke |ng partners in

errown Indivi u saese orts.

» Television commercials reaching millions of U.S. consumers with the Alaska
travel message.



Newspaper Sunday Supplement Travel Sections on Alaska nationwide.
+ Extensive publicity and public relations.

* Distribution of over zoo, 000 AIaska cation Planners, the Stae
fochure co talnn over 100 r’oage oto aN % JOY about i

ove(}l ,200 (ISt SINeSSes In @ dE Por

r € ate
Marketin gé) r era e |seme (}a ner also contains g
readers t0 senator In ormatlon rom individua ||st|ngs/a vertisements.

» Rack brochyre ters ela nt manu Is nd other.trade sales
Fterature LIlas ap 1Ims, sf”a%% an prlnt% otogra% CF%OFIEN USe,

»  Special marketing campaigns such as Fall/Winter/Spring promotions.

» Foreign marketing promotion in Canada, Germany, Great Britain and Japan.
»  Long-term and short-term market planning

» Marketing research

e s sy b, A e, D0, 1 e

[0
products by Industry merﬁbers Cfor thelr own sales efrorts are:
» listing or advertising in the Vacation Planner, and

» purchasing consumer advertising respondent mailing labels  that
|%an q)es ecte dS ufor thelr own %’arget|O audience’s cﬂgracterlsncs

it

2. Performance of AVAMC Program

Pe[rfor ance of a roglram with asr?an diverse components as the AVAMC gro a

difficylt to meeﬁue 5|mp035| meaﬁure m een ncemente fs |nete|r

a}¥ IS usu% a% delaved In"terms o ?ctua visitat era |on%|e ehind Image

nhancemen alw sbeen an lS or all estmatlons H]at suc vertlsmﬁ]sh
au| e oré {] lliarize and, manl)( qasg QrﬁbUI the desﬁ a} tg

con UMer's min as eens clenty "re mlﬁ e consumer Is i

n#g then to resPﬂn t a vert|sm |c [e( rsa |'for_action suchas eues OF

In rmatlon ere |ma awarenes advertising enlarges t

otentla VI itors w rre nse-oriente vertlsm J)row es the ve |c

or that poo to take the rst steps toward conversmn to visitor status.

The onl arto the VA C rogr mwhlch can he Lhantl |ab|l¥ nPeaered N dlrecg
res ons a vert nce ano %P %ram enerally accounts éema[%orlf
8 mex en es measure ent of this part 15 considered a good Indication ot the
Vera succ sso g program.

The effectiveness of direct response advertisin een measurede eIy year except one
smce 1986 with (?onversmn gtuéles \Lf e stﬂcp IS P]ave m asured { eyc{st er inauiry,
H Versio rr]ate co% eperconversmn and rﬁturn 8n Investment ora%anep( ert{sm
venicles. The number of inquiries is another indicator ot success, albeit ot as conclusive as
actual conversion rates,

10
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EﬁSPﬁ@F’V‘?éﬁtﬁsg(?ﬁ{ﬂ?n%?“ﬁﬁﬁ% O et Ielo onadaaby ot e
Udgets as well as Tower response goals.

NUMBER OF INQUIRIES FROM IiLECTED PUBLICATIONS
(thousands

1986 1985 1984 (1983 (198%1 1981 1980 ('1978

Magazine (Ilp) Op) (Ip) (sprd) (sprd) Op) Op) (sprd)
Alaska 50 40 30 27 63 75 68 11P
Modem 9251

Maturity 1091 1095 979 9.02 16.02 8.42

National 33.01

Geographic 5.9 727 948 341 12404 84.0 1574 130.6
Smithsonian 172 243 205 56 192

Southern Living 165 212 - - 41 - 142 80
Sunse W s w161 e 30 219

Two separate insertions of Image ads

Regional issues
~  Split-BRC 6190, without prepaid postage 4,941
4  Three pages and gatefold

Note: Image ads with BRCs were run in all 1983 insertions.
Source: "Analysis of the Alaska BRC Response Program: Fiscal years 1980-84“ and "1986 Alaska
Conversion Stuoy".



The ctFaI Humberlo nquiries from publications use coHS|stent in the Iastseveral years
has declined recent as two years) IS IS especia tecasa I Natignal Ge
Smithsoni hern L|V|n I\?odern Maturity and Sunset I]OW a t\NO
Mmo sr%rhert an the single.ins } [evious Fars tgelr e]s onses would also have
e P q Alaska magazine of these consisterttly used publications shows not only
staility but also an Increase”in responses.

b.  Conversion Rates

CONVERSION RATES

\ Y
3 .x
Al ./B
verage 3%
| 0 ublicat
ﬁ(())vr\]/\é%srlot%n tt%sh%r\]/%hg?r Bev% %%tttt%rrﬂsfrom year to year overall. Specific publications,
CONVERSION RATES OF SELECTED PUBLICATIONS 1980-1986
1986 1984 1983 1982 1981 1980

Magazines

Modem Maturity 1 18
National Geographic 10 B 6 10 7
Smithsonian n 7 6 - -
Sunset 17 . 5 10 13
In-Flight Magazines 0 9 9

Travel Holiday -9 - -2
Alaska 24 L

Source: "Analysis of the Alaska BRC Response Program: Fiscal years 1980-84" and "1986 Alaska
Conversion Study”



Althou h never easbr %rf fore. 1986, Alaska ma azin regrst stﬂeh ighest conversr
rate th ear an rona h)(g est in the program’s |st z nset SCOreS t ﬁ
next ny syear h1 ocon(trnwnéJ JtS'consistent Increases W Ftrveness ea

Xear Sl [ANKS In CO verﬁron ratﬁ aiS0 an INCrease

b, also'an mcrease over

verrts?ast measurement N% Smithsonian 1S fourt
rom Its last

[EVIOUS Yealrs. Geo? ic's conversion rate o % cline
easurentent of {\é% Ut ConsIS GT?P\?VIth previous measurements G?OTE%

c.  Cost-Efficiency
he overall cost per in rr cos erconversro and reéurn 0N Jnvestm toftheAVAlr¥|8%

atrve arketrng a azines sho ecline In coste cr ncy f
% thenanrnc se |n1 4dec ain tofF? rrmary re o e variation
areteusezsreasra ertanone g%%orB j

Increase f r?zi rérgs om year to 0t per rnrﬁ? Ornsér% r‘ﬁcre s atbrTr])n issogosgt
{b ﬁa §ear Noig surprrOSt yr C : ers}on agsuélcrrgaarn N nyest r%rerlrn ?é% § grér%roo
[E dc‘ %rgnsgortatr ntf? /-\Ias a0 t%ese vertrsrng uyS ecrease 1
3 i expen £s 10 pfacne]eans %ﬁ eNXrﬁ%?é‘aé% nn?r I ica ﬁ)cﬁ and
tate 0 }Xa%ka rea rzer& over $ fﬁo Hrrect VisItor expenses —a ratio o“[

if f course does not coth the |nd stry expenses such as fuel for the otor 0aches or
00 sugglres for the (5 urses ﬂ? rﬁpes It count the Inal []ect e%(pen 8S SuC abor cost
and taxes accrue E

(guatron t It oes not coun the
groductron costs n? r0C ures sent to a verti ondents, an(}/ event, the tota
conomic Impact o

ou

this visitor spending rar exceeds %o%rc (f to 100 rat

V\}o ecific publications .vary .in their cost-eff |cre In 1986 Alaska, map

%%%Tar tbg oste IC entzd hacost er inguiry o g & er onversron §é§

gg 332 21 %%c and an %E %% b7éﬂLrj\rrgtforlrz?rl %@%ﬁ% trarﬁeé atai pl(algen%/uto 8) wit
98 cpi, $59.75 cpc an $0R

e llowin tables show the cos e consrste (tj used ubpcatro S QVer time, In
el |t%ﬁ§irrsnc § o ol §“?or 5unset'a£'r?é‘ Nl Canyaonin s?ﬁ'c%”mser?vrvas%
rearp Ings’in 15@%?? ﬁ
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AVAMC PROGRAM COST-EFFICIENCY

Magazines Overall
Cost Per Inquiry

Cost Per Conversion

ROI - Without Transp.
ROI - With Transp.

Alaska

Cost Per Inquiry

Cost Per Conversion
ROI - Without Transp.
ROI - With Transp.

Modern M aturity
Cost Per Inquiry

Cost Per Conversion
ROI - Without Transp.
ROI - With Transp.

Sunset

Cost Per Inquiry

Cost Per Conversion
ROI - Without Transp.
ROI - With Transp.

Smithsonian

Cost Per Inquiry

Cost Per Conversion
ROI - Without Transp.
ROI - With Transp.

N ational Geographic
Cost Per Inquiry

Cost Per Conversion

ROI - Without Transp.

ROI - With Transp.

In-Flight Magazines
Cost Per Inquiry

Cost Per Conversion

ROI - Without Transp.

ROI - With Transp.

Newspapers
Cost Per Inquiry

Cost Per Conversion
ROI - Without Transp.
ROI - With Transp.

*Source:  "1984 Conversion Study Key Findings."

19863
(1 PE)

S4.03
30.98
106.51
200.11

S1.92
8.01
324.80
574.64

S2.75
19.67
17791
345.66

S5.48
3221
77.62
173.87

54.98
45.28
72.88
123.67

S§5.98
59.75
60.25
97.16

S6.82
68.20
43.99
76.24

$19.46
121.61
19.74
4511

19841

(1 PE)

S2.46

26.43

97.27
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

S1.67

15.36

136.74
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

S2.58
3741
15121
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

S1.34

14.44

127.45
NA

NA
NA
NA

19832
(Spread)

$9.99
63.23
34.39
7777

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

S9.14
51.92
34.44
72.36

NA
NA
NA
NA

S7.79
46.72
31.76
70.28

19822
(Spread)

S3.64
47.27
64.00
119.00

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

S5.37
35.09
61.00
131.00

S4.60
76.67
60.00
82.00

S2.66
47.43
71.00
145.00

S7.57
8143
40.00
71.00

NA
NA
NA
NA

2Sourcc:  "Analysis of the Alaska BRC Response Program: Fiscal years 1980-84."
~Source:  "1986 Alaska Conversion Study."
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19812
(1 PS)

S2.70
29.70
153.00
313.00

NA
NA
NA
NA

$6.35
29.22
193.00
425.00

S1.68
16.80
221.00
484.00

NA
NA
NA
NA

S2.61
25.37
131.00
295.00

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA

19802
(1 PS)

S1.56

14.83
NA

460.00

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

S1.66

13.27
NA

434.00

NA
NA
NA
NA

S1.10
15.65
NA

525.00

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA



AVAMC PROGRAM

R

Magazines, Overall
Egggggrr W]J\I/ sion %83
Modern Maturity

8§BSF (%J\I/%on %%9
%unse“ .

83% err u\I/ rsion %?
Smithsonian

gE %F u\I/ rsion %3@

National Geographic

82} BeerrI Nelsion EB%

In-FIight Magazines

8%% Bgr %HI/ rsion 83%
Newspapers

8§ er u\I/ rsion %%?

Source: "1986 Alaska Conversion Study"
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CHAPTER I1l: 1987 SAMC PROGRAM EVALUATION

This cha ter will assess the SAB/IC arketin Pro ra mpon nt b
compo eas essment rs sed on Data e Ision rou [ essron ]l
com Qed earso errencesu rn tevrsr or
trmate U bers srtors on mcrm ct a
as a rsrt tatrstrcs rogram at ase an on extrapolat on Mrg
ro ram evau tl0 srnt Sence of primary research on the e ectrvenesso e SA
ro ram specirically.

Overall 987 SAMC Pro am r trmatd to deliver. 15,000 more

|srt IS, more roo ts an 1 mrlron ore visitor ollaﬁs]

east aska rg 9 han WOLi) therwrse arae occu[] ese

es rmates ‘rtrncu e t economr enefits to be reh e ro } th

avnareness Ing Process of a vertrsmg he estimates are the cumulative efect’of the
ollowing program components.

One exa of ear ts of the S rogram is the record of bookings

ex err ama K&I& articipant, tl\r/]eAlIO ?%R/Iarrne HI Q (%F clals attrrl;) 8
a t o errs £CesS tos r?artrcr ation as we as an Improved reservation System an
Ore aggressive marketing.

1. Participation in AVAMC Cooperative Marketing Program

Al '”Y%tmetév't‘e e 5%2% R “”trﬁé”‘s”tﬁqsgé J%Eet%e Atha/teMa%vperPr%trm
res'oorrdens eseF ondents are. Alaska tpogﬁ cts h terrrfommr ttment
\trrsé rtn Dy \r/% uestrng Information an rllrng outa cartl with pertinent information about

BAI\/ICordereft 142 0?0n eso [0S swho cr fied a rnteéeﬁtcm travel toAIaska
%@orcrurs IpS On err mter for

by ey srveoP age {0 3

Car also orol ther 40,000, names ot Stte acver rsrn (&30 ensw

noLSpecyly any ravel o o INeles

t t tin eto S s esel

Qe las 2 prs e&t Were then malle uh ast abrochure Whrc
Ucled a responSe card directing prospects to sember Tithis and commiities

convers rate ese FOSng'[S at therr Ie stay In SO east and af the a %ntng

vrsrtor olars outheast. We tes Imate t acts as a
Im acs acto the AVA (E r%rTr other worgs, how
nK |ona ars vrsrt [S, 100M Nignts, ec dte program effect In
outheast’
overall conversion rate of the 1986 AV Program was. 13%, that is, 13% of all
gg %fg ertrs respo %entsatua vrsrteov| Aﬁaska %% I\ﬂoreo emwrl( it |n
zw eX ut on current ear conversron r ers scrent W
r ed. now { %tog)ac eturvrsrt onvert atamu hggherrte rn e
Bro%ram over ere ore toa ovrb avera eto In pendg
vrsrtors must Tonvert atalower than average rate estinates approxrmateyan

To determine thee ectiveness of thi SA{\/Ingt nv stment, we ust look at the egiecte(?



, <hijj X

independent V|S|t0r conve 5|0n rate e%& \/SP data and in usr knowed |
con efsmn rate means that the 1 r%%sage reac f §
arevggt mlg%lependent V|S|tor parties, or 30 ISItOrS ue to |ts

e R T
éttheastln elrplans It t gcenotlptendln out easé ISI%) WI|
ey g”%r\tl\rltendgsb ehe n average additional stay of'an estimated 2 nights each Wou

their a?rea]

result in t
SAMC 1987 AVAI\QC PROGRAM RESULTS
stimated)
Visitors Room Nights  Visitor Dollars

12,100 24,200 52,060,000!

Further economic beneflt will be realized rom two other sources; the
Indlirect expenditures denV|nﬂ rom the dlrecte en |ture 1.6, em Io ee Wa rﬁtt
Peranona costs and capita v st ent hani{) a\h nd'to rco nles a g 8
er)egt] (an Indirect ex enseso oseo f IStS W OWI vISIt' In

2. Consumer Advertising

QSerStlA.,\sMC Ilr?8e7r§Pr§grgor2 S|nv g%% 88 00% in Natlonal Geogra[ra]hlc (West Ed|t|onJ

unsert]a tsm rtion Costs aP
ro>nmae 0|n ad [0 uctlon &t ese dollars boug [l page color
rlsm nh response cards In two of Alaska's premium travef mar Ft ? nsumer

|cat|o S. ”P]f ly g rp&fe of the advertising was to establish mcrease
on um raw renes th]as aska trtave estfnation amon pnme fr e
market orAaska to reverse the declinin g gen ent Have to Sou h%s
segon ar Rurpose Was. to generate agvertising responses for the purpose of e ucatlng
and converting interested inquirers Into Southeast visitors.

As discussed in Chapter II (Per ormance of AVAMC Proq am it 1S mp033|ble
asure awareness/ima e agvert ISI efforts sm ag/qh 1S usu
|n term act V|S|tat|on ratlonae behi nhance ent
en an emer |n dlest |Qa,8 that suc a e sm sa on
to m|| anzea any ﬁ fo rebulld the destin Eop i t %
en een su H reburlt”, the consumer s i X hen a hen
respon to advertlsmgw ich requires a call for action, such as a réquest for in or ation.

Therefore, Image (awareness) advertising enlarge 00 otential
vmtors wh|\ |ges[nhnse oriented adﬁ ertm%n prog dSeS tepvehlcle of tht
gao to fake the first stens towah Conversion tP V|3|tor status. Awarenes

vertising 15 essential to the success of later response-oriente

1 Bused on S85 per person per night Independent visitor expenditure figures, preliminary estimates from
Alaska Visitor Statistics Program Visitor Expenditure Survey.
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advertising. All destinations and nearly all products accept and work with this two-part
promotron%rocess

¥Ve can easure the r s ons -Qriented as ect of the SAMC National Geograghrc and
ns { agve O,sr % ng at ell rtr es 0nses was not the pr rHai\)f QE pose. of t 8
é als enot }at eac F ISSUes was replete with Alaska cruise an
toura vertrsrngaswell a frering vehrcles Or Tesponse.

Ih/%éa gﬂe erated p | atg‘ 11,500 in urres 6,200 from Natron gradp

rom Sunset an catron sp Cl |ed wntten [eSpONSES).

%V me ther onse |s roug roportrona to at nerat e
ogram In h catr a qu(rrres are OY-Y IS year an 8

for ma Ications orte I st ew rears see ter e (i<e

Progra 1S 1S es ecra e case:fo trona ace ﬁ

rns tro 'in Sunset Ias earo enmse taswouda ca seo su

orman e has not et etermme
atea awarenes to V”Ft% slumbe

ma Q[ awar ness, advertising.

eo IS runtegamut reacr an |a53
a obepaced o create & new "pool” 0

e exrstrn% Rool cre te initl
er Case, new rma%e( ha cementa vertrsr wou
f Intefested Alaska prospects.

I O . 0 e Ca'w'at@dgae e
% endent ea]su e rat

§ Sin
iy 8n%|t%%teseh§@ e Il sy tpr%] sl Eoner
n enerr ewr ro ram al eo £ Specific atur
t a s [0 ectsrt rtan uar
Spects. how WOU pro ave v aska e SA
v rtrsr roc ure. An estl Sate C nver ion rate ereoe Wou or ationa
0gf res on ents an A) uns res en versron
rate r ese publications in 19 er |s WOU u Iwr
number ot VISItors, a Itional room r tsan ad trona vrsrtor ars ase on

ht average stay of the Incependent Pleasure visitor jn Southeast! and the assumed 85
person ger night expenﬂrtLP re quoted under section iabove

SAMC ElX%? F%:Oé\tSEU'%ESULPVERHSlNG

stimated
Visitors ~ Room Nights  Visitor Dollars

iR S 1 R

TOTAL 2,900 23,800 $2,021,000
This hjoh rate of |m ct forrel few vis or stems from_the above average length of
sta tggout east | ri ependent rs Whle the ave a%e Southgat &rlsret spends 5.6
ni ts in the region, the average In ependent outheast visttor spenas 8.2 nights there.

1 Number of nights based on Alaska Visitor Statistics Frogram Visitor Opinion Survey special analysis.
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It should be nated that this $2,021,000 does not include any eventual economic impact of
the awarenessgb C\ng aspe%t 0 t%ese agvertlsements or an;y indirect economic IMpacts.

3. Public Relations
In 1987 SAMC fgent $25 000 on retainin nak1

Ezre(?ar% ap imp ment aflgﬁ caf Aareress QL aﬁgd%artte ol ’%Fatqoansseg" sto

8ns anc| aron GE")tman tions of June]\au eve p]e apr?s
fsené 0 over 100 travel trade g cations.an gewse{)ﬁ er rve& ey also
released news and human Interest Stories In major {S an aska
The majqrity of public relations eff rts are not immediately measurable in quantifiable
terms a]Iqh yareloal ed at |m een ance ent awarengs ﬁg Ihc(h resu ts |n
enlar mgte 00l 0 mtereste ros tsw ow at 0 pr%nt own hne res

i ct Ies ns ro ram an uan IS, stage of the pr tSﬁ

FIOWGVEY C tlﬁ as b en OUt SE (? tlmes in this document.
EESIH ; OCCe pUrpose o |ma e awareness ull INg -- N0 other steps In tne COﬂVGfSIOﬂ

Fublc rela ons effo g rovide the reatet ossaqle reach of your message
or t esma est 055| ense tortes and editorial In newspa es a d on ra o
tele |[<>|on aheo nzero 0t W S%s tos read ESSa0e

ven In

IR et s eta'a'“a.ngfy' :
|c relations egag toalowtemtoacc Ilgw oal ard

amstrln e|re orts. ilﬁe thir 1S. monltorln%ouru aton Ie otat

ey are held accountable for implementing yqur 15 1S es ec1a crl |ca since
va tion p%nnmg%asaregu?artl e?me 10 |tga¥ prEfforts mustbese sitive to this.

The 1987 ?AMC Pugllc Rel tlons ?omponent seems 1o ha eted th
moat critical initial au |ence3 rthL? Irst, year vernmen t hg
media, and mass newaPﬁge [ea [ﬂrmatlo res ntaion w é e or

e T iy e o A

program avertts an resu the tourism ommunlty aPpprise

ely 400 in umes have been eneratdb ublic Relations com onent gs of
A e R il e B
come omtese |n%umes n apprommateythe same proportions as orteot er SA

program component

4, Research

Fesearch ovides direction for future gro a(n elements fallocatlons and overall strate %
tﬁcan an 76 emsPn Information ew Information to monitor progr
ectiveness or to refing target markets and’ media Choices.

The 1987 SAMC PrOﬂsap invested $8,200 | IB research to evaluage the 1987 ro ra
a e recor}men dations Tor future pro rams § ems%egnm ormation. esu tso

this research are | c?ocume other has ropriated for a specia
analysis 0 t% goutﬁeast mdjepenopent v§5teor In terms 0 |%raE/ Fpatterns IDpary



characteristics, opinions about their Alaska trip and their. Sputheast trip in, particula, tri
V }ormzft é% é)emor%raphlcs S0 eoq HIS m?ormatlon H)as bgen use on%

nin
Bre?ml ary basis |nt IS docume

In light of the timin sﬂuaﬂep an| estimated ev. ua lon he SA C ram 1S a ood
adequat aternelltlv fo an officla on ersion tu W |c eh uant|
measurane rea fs of t epr? ram. ndegen ent |5|torAna 3|ss ou |nva
In providin |rect|on or fUture campaign omrp rlvae fir aa
refqéeste a m ar analysis, 1nsuring Sou eastsgamep one step ahea

of any other body catering t this audience.

5. Analysis of Measurable Impacts of Major SAMC Programs

857'%'%%“3% 'Sf tﬁ?“'é‘r %P&'ﬁé{?o% fﬁ”ﬁ?”i&f\%%b@?&ﬁtvs O&f&r ey %é?é\m“”f
% m Names 0 helr Vert Slnﬁ resgondents whom {0 ma OC S an

consumer advertis In National Ge phic an Sunset ue 10
the ve ey V¥Perenﬁ ?vestmen haq W Eeo r}nc an unset represent, they are
analyzed separately for cost-ettectiveness.

hEk s s i R

ased on 10
h%V\(lzsogtee &]lvenesip F tiggs Aeglgr!]\i}lc Brog\r/grw%n vlvrgfi/esr égpcu a(%eC Hn‘quer)r(ﬁetrﬁ eé
as shown In Chapter |

The analysis demonstrates several significant features of the 1987 SAMC
program:

* The tQt cost ofn?Plemen ng the AVAMC gram §art|0|pﬁt|?n Was t] Lﬂﬂer
mailin

grap

an e| ICOFSunSﬁt OStS Ue t0.the large volume of
wggﬁprler san tS even though no IfECt d vertlsmg COSLS Were

» The AVAMC pro 0 onent sc res much higher on total cost per. inqui
than elth ?(P g (? a[H ertlsmgpace Ients because of zero a(] ertising costs

In spite 0 hlgh Iment costs.

* The AVAMg tpro ram component also runs aélva with ﬂ}e honors on cost per
conversmn as efficient as Sunset and @ times as efficient as National

VEr SVIInS (wssplre VISItors vs. t ortera -0n Stay stlmate or

<+ National Geographic san did n enerate as well as either of the other two
components N terms ot a ;y cost-gffi |ency measure.

earlg ell as the AVAMC co ento st er room i htﬁwd
%é)@ %}3 ron final. etéJrn on invest enﬁjh ueto% ongstasestl e
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Measurabl Eurn on rv tment for _the ]\/% AMC Pro ram IS an
estimate (11 Qr eY]erg ar sgent e A program., |m(Ponent ra
estim é‘ f' $16t outheast economy. orever 9 s%nf Stinset estimate
foad orevery$ National Geographic IS estimated at'8Y for every spent
This 1S nat a high_return on inv estm om to the AVAMC Pr whrh
fra tronaﬂy Peit] Iso{] about 100 to 'Lsee C(rr Eerl but It must ere e ?%re tha %e
Eectrves eR/ mrgqrams rnh st seve ears are Signific erent. The
ectrveo the A rogram has een t0 genefat rSH ST t er han rncreaset e
R ?\/I év(\?reneSSfrom chto enera}e [ESPOJISES. Cf eresRonse rate o e

rom ‘wnat some thrn 1S an austren 0
esta\lf)lrshe

rogram 1S sufferin
r! Hterested respondents without a replenishment of the po?

pool of aware an
ItSe

(Jr n Case, tﬂe SAM? Pro ram has ahed an strmated $14 ver
ollar spent that would. n haverhelr;t re eSou theast econo g[r]i%ri é

[0 ram not. been In exrstence tranglate to an estrmate 8
Pn ﬂ monies I%r re%ronal coffers rn alrbsf}? ﬁ? Again, this d’os not
b dag anK Indirec rsrtor Fendr res or fu ure sitor expenditures
ased on the eventual payotf of ‘Image/awareness building.

ANALYSIS OF MEASURABLE Ir}/élé’ﬁﬂrn%'tfe%)OF MAJOR SAMC PROGRAMS

AVAMC SAMC Advertising Component
Component Sunset  National Geographic
A seytion/Cost $12,000 $59, $88,
i %g@g ?&@g
@ N?)e’s“r @80808§ 68,4 $99,700
#g urrres/Names 172 §§ 7 %3@@
[tor ,
rs??ﬂ% Bs s 06%0 0 $1115.000 908,000
geme UL WE T
etur on nvestm nt 1 % /18 9/10

il

L

KRaBAIpASIRsELE st s o
il R

ro ram per
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CHAPTER IV: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FY 1988 AND
FUTURE YEAR SAMC PROGRAMS

The evaatonof i EY 1987 Sohest Alska Meteig Couni P :
eyiei 01 e t?LIWAM] E b eranveOHar%aesttnﬂ B i laﬂ s ey s

eectloH ngStIOHS mcreasmtﬂ BeC'[I SS Of Tuture \ e rograms.
lven the Fonmderatlons In the é) csectras n the {lvat sector, a
Pro uctive an dp|ent rgg am IS essential win arre SR I1iC comﬁoneﬂ

ommendat| velo eC|5|0 up Tor further enhancing the

fa
eftectiveness 0 IS ploneering reglongl economic eve opnPent program.

1. Participation in AVAMC Cooperative Marketing Program
The evaluation of the measurable bepefits of the AV tICl fion show th:s SA C
ro ram %?8 ﬂ tﬂF [0 uct|ve creenm fL\theAtNh gendents mgke?(
out effic ent |n|m 7es the amoun oF com et|t|0n ames. e
qune]rs are eav C|t 3reso esecnccaeﬂneso |n endents. But
ther entities ?R W]epe ent nquirers.  This means that for those w od
onvert to visitqrs :as é) Y sa eoratle (ast the.most compre enswxan
attractlve one. |nc most in epen ents ha mtendg Visit Southeast,
ql y gettlng thelr

estage (0 e Stl%?lneg”pc?&? o ot Al

e PO outheast vIsItors

aska visitors.

Participation in the AVAMC is estimated ta pr

gst duce a much in direct results as. the
consumer aavertl ng IPro am and Vet costs s@?g canély ess. However, the com a OIson
IS not exact % h

& L I L
[

his market, t Oogch ﬁasl

market ot qua sec?
an |snteresonestaeotecnversmnp( re, thererore
at least |n ecision to visit the enen% Ahska e fotal cost of
partb %tlolg\(w al next %ear hecause th asIC brochure production costs are
ea ome 8/ progra

AVAP/I P]artlm |0{1 H H ecntlnued ang the ﬁﬁ a|| valla]ble
ualified names Ia els.s gollc esear Huct

etermlne the mostefectlve readt Iab fa. tma(}/ that Inde epen ent wﬁltor

conversnns o%%ust Fs a] 5y n}?n%thosew Ve [ust not checked interest In pac 9

tour?ntelr r those who avg not checke e|t eI package toHrorcrmses dp
travel or st not crU|sesh|p travel. See section esearcn “In this chapter for

recommendations.

uI a| oco articipation |n another phase of the AVAMC Pro ram for

”an?ﬁ IOcamp algn hlfﬁx\)}} |%{Oear will %e sol] |t\ng of

res en nen an relatives to whom m S rochur WI| bema| I

subscription [ist o ? W@Zlne AMC megz ant 0

t bot stose as a second tier Tor uircvr Y1, espe smc 3

mmer out east Indepenaent Ieasure iSitors came because of friends an

re at|ves Instate.
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The purchase of major advertising space in the Official Vacation Planner is of debatable
value. First, the cost of a full or even half page is quite high. Second, the competition
among advertisers in the book may detract from the overall impact of a Southeast ad. Also,
the region receives some editorial coverage and the incremental impact of a large ad is
questionable. Some presence in the Planner is necessary for participation and this presence
should be more than a directory listing of the magnitude of those of small operators.

2. Consumer Advertising

Appealing to the potential Alaska visitor through advertising is a rapidly changing science
and art. Responses to one of the most effective programs in the country —the AVAMC
Program —are declining alarmingly in spite of the best travel marketing expertise on the
West Coast. The SAMC is entering the market when some tried and true Alaska
advertising vehicles are not producing at historical levels.

Two major factors have been identified which contribute to the State's
advertising response decline. One reason is the increasing volume of brand
advertising for Alaska travel products in recent years. The tens of millions of dolla* spent,
primarily by cruise and tour companies, dilutes the pool responding directly tot”  /'te's
ads because they are aimed at roughly the same group of people. In reaction v the
SAMC is cautioned to consider timing and placement carefully to avoid excessive Ji7%e
and response dilution.

The second theory for declining responses is the strong emphasis in the last few years on
maximizing BRC responses from the known pool of Alaska visitor prospects. The same
message to the same people in the same publications over several years was an effective
way to maximize responses (and therefore conversions) among a limited, known group of
people. In hindsight, this strategy seems to have maximized responses but has not
replenished the pool of potential visitors who responded and/or converted. Now the
AVAMC must look to new prospects or else remain dependent on a dwindling supply of
known prospects who have Alaska at the top of their destination priority ladder. They must
consider creating another pool, similar to the pool they created in the first several years of
the AVAMC Program.

The lesson for SAMC programs, especially at this stage of introducing a "new" product, is
to first build a pool through image and awareness advertising. Then and only then
after a significant pool has been established can SAMC concentrate on maximizing direct
responses. In other words, the original SAMC priorities —awareness and image first --
were in the correct order and should be for some time. This is not to say that some SAMC
component(s) cannot have direct response as an objective -- it is only to say that image and
awareness-building must be priorities. As the SAMC program matures, a healthy
combination of awareness-building and direct response must be maintained.

Information for the following recommendations came from the evaluation of the AVAMC
and SAMC advertising placements, conversion study data, a review of travel planning
habits of Southeast Independent Visitors and the professional background of the evaluation
team.
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« Timing

The prime travel magazines are heavy with Alaska advertising from October through
March. Dilution can be minimized, especially for image advertising, by placement at the
front end (September/October) and the tail end (March/April) of this period.
Interestingly, SE Independent Visitors have rather lengthy planning periods compared to
other Independent Visitors (average: 8.1 months from Alaska season/year decision, 3.7
months for trip planning). These lead times also tend to support beginning and end of
planning period ad placements.

» Advertising Placement

Sunset and Alaska Magazine are considered excellent Alaska buys in general as they are by
far the leaders in actual conversion to visitors, 17% for Sunset and a record 24% for
Alaska Magazine. They are especially toood for the Independent market because of the
nature of their editorial content. Sunset is packed with do-it-yourself material for the
middle to high-end Westerner. It also contains a plethora of mail order ads, another
characteristic of readers who like to do it on their own.

Alaska is likewise full of special topic information for the independent planner. Further,
Alaska has recently recruited a large number of new subscribers in regions which are good
generators of independent Alaska travelers (The West and the Nonhem Tier Snowbelt).
Placement in Alaska would mean excellent and economical exposure to new Alaska
enthusiasts who are presumably new entries into the potential visitor pool. Sunset, given
judicious timing of placement, should provide a good image base as well as generate
quality inquiries for conversion.

National Geographic, though prestigious, may be perhaps too broad a vehicle for the target
prospect market. The combination of very high cost for a very limited advertising budget
coupled with low response and conversion even at the State level tire factors which prevent
recomniendmg repeating in this publication. Long a staple of the DOT program and the
package tour industry, its effectiveness may be on the decline at least for response
generation purposes.

Though this report does not propose a media plan, there are some obvious publications
worthy of consideration. In addition to Sunset and Alaska , the Milepost guidebook is
another clear choice. Many more visitors than just highway travelers use this publication.
Twenty-two percent of Southeast Independents in Summer 1985 used the Milepost as a
source of trip planning information before leaving home. This is nearly double the
percentage who said they used the State's Vacation Planner. Also, a surprising 28% of
Southeast Independents were highway entries and 20% exited by highway. A publication
such as the Milepost aimed directly at them puts the SAMC message on target.

Vertical interest publications are another cost-efficient vehicle for building awareness
and generating recruits. Independents, not package visitors, are sportfishing
participants. Thirty-six percent (36%) of Southeast Independents participate. Even higher
percentages participate to some extent in other outdoor activities—hiking and wildlife
and bird watching. Except for individual businesses, sportfishing is not heavily marketed
either by the State or major tour companies. Yet a major element in the Alaska mystique is
sportfishing. Were SAMC to position the region as ih£ place for Alaska sportfishing at
reasonable cost, an appeal to this vertical market may be effective.
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National awareness coverage should be considered by SAMC under certain conditions.
Media selected must provide a vertical interest group relevant to Alaska, cost of national
coverage must be considered and impacts of ad sizes evaluated.

The highway entry and exit numbers also show that many Southeast Independents are in
personal vehicles -- often RVs or campers. Placement in RV industry magazines could
be productive for SAMC. In terms of response volume, the State has generated
exceptionally heavy responses from occasional insertions in Motorland.

Finally, an asset of the region is the ferry system which is utilized by a majority of
Southeast Independents. This use is in spite of virtually nonexistent marketing, a poor
reservation system and service problems. Cruising the Inside Passage has almost universal
appeal for packaged and independents alike. One way to take advantage of this asset but
avoid dilution from package tours is the sell concept of the Inside Passage cruise
ferry-style. Joint advertising efforts with the ferry system could generate more image
and response mileage for both SAMC and the ferry system. The possibility of cooperadve
marketing also exists with the vehicle carrying cruiseship Stardancer provided Admiral
Cruises would be willing to sell partial cruises so visitors could take their vehicles off the
ship at locations other than the ends of the line.

» Advertising Copy

The advertisement in Sunset and National Geographic had several strong points for
accomplishing its primary purposes of image and awareness. The subject matter was
excellent. Glaciers/Scenic Beauty are invariably at the top of list in visitor studies of what
people want to see in Alaska and in subject matter which they associate with the Alaska
travel destination. Showing that Southeast has these attractions in spectacular fashion is a
strong message. Showing people and activities lend emotion and fun to the image. An
earlier State of Alaska studyl established that people and activities had high motivational
appeal in ads. The overall feeling of the ad was warm (both climatic and emotional) and
inviting. The BRCs were convenient and readable. The up front position in National
Geographic was excellent. The Sunset position was not as good but still fine. However,
placement in an issue with fewer other BRCs would be preferable.

Suggestions for improving the ad's effectiveness include the following. The appearance of
specific mode type equipment (helicopter) may cause some misinterpretation of the
ad's sponsor. In any case the ad should show the sponsor (SAMC) prominently and in
an official-appearing way. This will establish additional credibility with the result being to
encourage the requesting of information plus establish the ad clearly as a destination ad.
Southeast Alaska needs to become apparent immediately and it is not really noticeable
until the reader is into the copy at the bottom right of the page.

The Seattle address detracts from the Alaska mystique. This is permissible for magazine
subscriptions or cruise brochures but not for destination advertising. The Seattle address
also adds to existing confusion over sponsor. A postage paid BRC would increase
response provided the SAMC felt the additional postage dollars are worth the investment.
The word "FREE" needs to be larger and more striking and needs to clearly designate
specifically what it is that is free.

1 Image/Season Expansion Advertising Focus Group Research. 1980.
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If the sponsor, destination and what is free is clearly established, the confusion from the
presence of the equipment is minimized. These improvements should increase the response
production of the ad as well as its image and awareness appeal for Southeast as a
destination.

3. Collateral

The collateral piece used for all fulfillment and for the AVAMC mail-out is an extremely
attractive 16-page color piece. In our opinion it achieves its primary purpose and
has outstanding image impact. Further, the reproduction quality of most photos is
high. Photo selection is superb -- both in color and topic choice and variety. In short, the
collateral piece is one of the highest quality seen in the promotion of Alaska tourism.

Suggestions for improvement center primarily around mechanics and content. We suggest
the brochure be made to appear more "official” than it does. An extensive focus group
research project for the Alaska Travel Planner found that, without the official aura,
recipients tended to view it as a commercial mailing and not take it to heart as a destination
promotional piece. Thus, "official” means the recipient will give it more credibility and
correctly interpret the purpose of the piece. The postcard is somewhat incongruous but
not particularly distracting. We suggest the opening inside photo be more spectacular
than mood setting. The contents might also include a listing of the region's top
attractions, since some of them may have more existing market presence than the region
as a whole.

The white background for the bingo card/postcard back is the one detraction from the
highly appealing mood of the piece. A toned background would make it more compatible.
The content of the bingo card is informative and varied insuring wide distribution of
benefits among communities and participants.

A consideration for the future may be inclusion of a Southeast Travel Planning
brochure in the fulfillment package. The brochure would be similar in purpose to the
SATC Travel Planner and would provide specific tools for trip planning. The most
effective effort would be to coordinate this piece with the SATC effort as much as possible.
Such a brochure might only be included in fulfillments of prospects who say they'll be
coming in the next year or two, rather than a blanketing of all inquirers, some of whom will
not be at the planning stage yet.

4. Mail Fulfillment

The only suggestion here is to listen to what those who have been dealing with your list
management/fulfillment house for years have to say about Media Services' record on
responsiveness and efficiency.

5. Public Relations

As discussed in Chapter Ill, there are three keys to a successful public relations effort.
First, r.iain the right people with the proper skills and contacts. Second, fund them well
enough to allow them to accomplish your goal and not hamstring their efforts. Third,
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monitor them so they are held accountable for implementing your goals on the timeline
needed for effective message communication.

The long distance relationship of SAMC's two public relations firms cannot help but be
subject to occasional communications problems regardless of who the two firms are. It is,
however, important to have both an Alaskan and Lower 48 presence. The 1988 effort,
also, will not be hampered by the time constraints of 1987 which should also be avoided if
at all possible in the future. Press kits should be distributed by end-October or to coincide
with consumer advertising insertions, which means planning must begin during the
summer months of 1987.

New stories for the press kits might be generated by travel writers invited to Southeast this
summer as part of the first official Southeast travel writer familiarization trip(s).
This is encouraged, especially since private member firms can be asked to provide air,
lodging and hospitality for these influential people.

Another way to accomplish the goal of good public relations efforts -- providing the
greatest possible reach of your message for the smallest possible expense ~ is to take
advantage of special newspaper travel sections where placing at least a small ad guarantees
editorial space. This PR method is probably not particularly cost-effective if the ad package
does not include editorial space.

The instate regional awareness element is a positive feature of the PR program. It
contributes to an informed and supportive constituency.

All the above enhancements require additional dollars which SAMC has already budgeted
for this component in 1988.

6. Research

The Number One priority for the SAMC research budget should be an annual Conversion
Study to quantify the measurable results of the program. Conversion studies can serve a
number of purposes, especially in the case of SAMC. They can identify the conversion
rates among various target audience lists, the costs per inquiry and conversion for each and
the actual return on investment for every dollar of advertising or program cost. These
studies can also profile the convened visitor in terms of their demographics, their travel
habits both outside and inside Alaska, their lifestyles and their trip planning steps.

Perhaps of even greater importance is the ability of an SAMC Conversion Study to
identify the broadest but most effective BRC criteria. The study will cross-
check what prospects say they are interested in on their BRC (travel mode,
accommodations, activities, time of travel) against what they actually did as visitors. This
will enable precise pinpointing of the criteria guaranteed to predict conversion. SAMC will
not spend dollars blanketing a population not given to conversion to Alaska visitorship and
will instead be able to concentrate their investment on nearly-sure bets. This, of course,
will reflect only conversion likelihood that year and will not predict the effects of
image/awareness building, so that program will need to be considered separately. The
Conversion Study, however, will be able to tell SAMC whether the literature has made an
impact on inquirers in terms of image/awareness building.
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Other research to consider in 1988 and beyond includes talking with Southeast
visitors in person or by telephone to determine what prompted them to visit Southeast in
particular as well as how they first became aware of Southeast as a vacation destination.
This would provide key input for advertising message content and placement.

Another project which would provide strategic planning information on the most effective
ways to build awareness among prospective travelers would be a series of focus groups
with prospective travelers. These groups would be held in major West Coast
communities with people of the demographic and travel backgrounds shown to be typical
of the Southeast visitor through the special AVSP analysis. Topics would include level of
awareness of Southeast as a specific destination, image associations with Southeast, ways
to encourage image enhancement among freodient travelers, identification of persuasive
advertising copy and more. Two wonderful aspects of focus groups are the ability to show
and hear tangible objects like ad boards or radio tapes and the ability for clients to sit behind
a one-way mirror and view the entire proceedings. Clients can also have direct input into
discussions through notes sent in to the moderator.
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United States Coast Guard Operational Evaluation of the
Beli-Halter 110 Foot Surface Effect Ship

by Lieutenant Commander Kurt G.Zimmerman*

SUMHAT.Y. ARti than a year as a demonstrator crew boat, the Bell*Halter 110 Foot Surface Effect Ship (BH-110) was
sold to the US Navy Surface Effect Ship Project Office (PMS-304) in October 1980. The Coast Guard provided supplemental
funding to have certain modifications ,mcorJJorated Into the craft to convert it from a crew boat to a patrol boat. Following
modification, the BH*110 SES was delivered to the Navy in Ma{ 1981 and subsequently transferred to the Coast Guard. The
veesel was painted in Coast Guard colours and on IB June 1961 it was placed into commissioned service for an operational
evaluation of six months duration.

The vessel operated both 6inﬂly and in conjunction with other vessels and aircraft in a variety of Coast Guard mission areas.
Armed with 0-50 calibre machine guns.it was used to enforce both flShII‘jé} and drug laws. Other mission operations included
search and rescue, pollution control and enforcement, the servicing of aids-of-navigation,and miilitary preparedness.

The conventional diesel power, the ship type handling characteristics, and the speed and seaworthiness of the craft all implied
a potentially desirable craft. Although some specific vessel problems were identified as a result of the evaluation, the concept

proved valuable in conducting US Coast Guard missions.

1. INTRODUCTION

The United States Coast Guard (USCG),an agency or the
Department of Transportation, is responsible fof enforcing
government policies and providing humanitarian services on
and near the territorial and contiguous zone waters of the
United States. Although quite independent of the US Navy
mhich is under the Department of Defense, the two agencies
often work in close cooperation.

The United States Coast Guard utilises marine vehicles,
ships and boats, to conduct its many missions. Although
varied, the missions can be simplisttcally j>ortrayed as a
lour sided figure. Side one is the enforcement of laws and
treaties. This Implements the Coast Guard's role as the
government's marine police force. These missions include
enforcing fishing rules and requlations, enforcing drug .

sm ug%ljng laws and the prevention of illegal alien Immigra-
tion. Side two represents the humanitarian aspect of the
service. These missions include searching for and rescuing
people lost at sea from small boats, yachts, merchant ships,
and aircraft. Towing disabled craft, and providing fire fight-
ing and dewatering assistance to ships in need also fall
mithin this category. The Coast Guard also Flaces and re-
pairs some 44,000 navigational buoys and other aids to
navigation. The third side of the Coa6t Guard endeavours to
protect natural resources. This field includes monitoring,
containing, and assisting In cleaning up oil and hazardous
substance spills. Oceanographlc research and water quality
monitoring are also Inclu N

The fourth side of Coast Guard missions . militar
ness. In time of war, the US Coast Guard joins the
and carries out military operations.

It Is against this background of Coast Guard multiple mission
requirements that potential replacementvessels are tested.

readi-
S Navy

eUnited States Coast Guard

ed among the missions in this area.

Vessels are sought which are capable of executing these
multimission aspects. To that end, the Bell Halter Surface
Effect Ship (SESFwas evaluated.

2. VESSEL DESCRIPTION

The vessel ultimately used In the operational evaluation was
constructed in 1978 by Bell Halter of New Orleans, Lousiana,
as a demonstrator craft. Their purpose was to prove the
concept that a surface effect ship could be built and operated
effectively in the competitive arena of offshore oil field
operations in the Gulf of Mexico. The technical characteris-
tics of (he demonstrator craft are shown in Table I.

TABLE I. Physical Characteristics of the Bell Halter
110 Foot SES Demonstration Craft

DIMENSIONS
Length 110 ft 33-5m
Beam . 39 ft 11-9m
Height (on cushion) 28 ft 85m
Draught (on cushion) 4-6 ft 1-4'm
Height (off cushion) 2-6 ft 6-9m
Draught (off cushion-normal) 7-7 ft 23m
Draught (off cushion—maximum) 82 ft 2-5m
WEIGHTS.ETC.
Maximum displacement 150 LT 152-4 1
Normal displacement 125LT 127 t
Light ship displacement 98-3LT loot
Maximum deck load 3r5LT 50t
Carqo deck area 1072 ft* 155 ma
Fuel capacity 31%84?&' 117331
\élater capacity gal 1453 1
rew 4
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Fropulslon —Two 16v-149TIDetroitD ~ 1Marine EngtneB
—Two 42 x 50-86 Gawn-Burm| aubcavitating
fixed pitch propellers

Lift System —Two 8v-92Tf Detroit Diesel Marine Engines
—fTwo Double Inlet 42 Inch diameter centrifugal
ans

Generators —05r15ek3*71 General Motors Diesel Generator

W
—0One KATO KAMAG 14 generator driven from
lift engine (40 kw)

PERFORMANCE

Maximum Cruise Speed SSO 83
On Cushion A kts 28 kts
Off Cushion 19 kts 15 kts

Range at maximum speed —Sea State 3— 500 n.m.

After launching, the craft was employed by Bell Halter In a
series o( demonstrations to the offshore petroleum Industry,
ferry boat operators, m |||tar% organizations and representa-
tives offorel%n countries. The craft, a 110foot (33-5 m[)
surface effect ship, alternatively called a rigid side wall
hovercraft, was constructed of welded marine aluminium.
It uses conventional diesel machinery and submerged marine
propellers and rudders for high reliability and low fuel con-
sumption. The vessel has a catamaran style hull form ,with
flexible skirts at the bow and stern to contain the air cushion
(Fig.l). The hull form is such that when off cushion, the
waterline is well below the between hull cross structure,,
(see Fig. 2). Airis supplied to the cushion at three points
along th? hull from diesel driven lift fans supplying pressure
at about 1-0psl (703 kg/m2). The how seal system consists
of eight finger-type segments, The stern seal Is an arran?e-
ment of three horizontal tubular bags extending athwartshlps
across the Btern opening between the side hulls. Both sets
of seals are supplied from the UK by Avon.

In the winter of 1979-1980 the vessel was used by Exxon In
support of offshare oil rigs in the Gulf of Mexjco, D,urm%
this time it serviced rigs from 60 to 145nautical miles from
its home port In Louisiana, often carrying cargo up to
20,000 pounds.

3. INITIAL EVALUATION AND SUBSEQUENT
MODIFICATIONS

Knowledge of the craft and its potential for service use
generated Interest in USCG circles and other governmental
agencies. AlthouPh the US Navy was pursuing a large, high
speed surface effect ship concept, the Bell Halter craft, with
its diesel propulsion, >eemed particularly suitable to Coast
Guard needs.

In March 1980,a month long technical evaluation was con-
ducted off,NorfoIk,Vw%lnla,b the US Navy under the
sponsorship of the US Coast Guard and the US Urban Mass

Fig. 2. Buoyant Sidehull Form

Transportation Adminlistiation. This test Investigated
technical performance of the craft and made direct com-
parisons to a Coast Guard 82foot (25 m) patrol boat. It
concluded 'the Bell Halter 110 foot SES is an effective and
able marine vehicle that warrants consideration for varied
future military and civilian applications'u>.

Alter the technical trials, the vessel was modified to satisfy
the IMCO (International Governmental M aritime Consultative
Organization) Resolution A, 373(x),Code of Safety for
Dynamically Supported Craft. This was necessary before
the craft was putinto service for PEMEX In the Mexican oil
industry In the Bay of Campeche.

In October, 1980,the US Navy Surface Effect Ship Project
Office, with financial participation from the US Coast Guard
Office of Research and Development, purchased the demon-
stratorvessel from Bell Halter. Under the terms of the
procurement, certain modifications were to be made to the
craft before delivery for a six month evaluation by the Coast
Guard. Atthe completion of the USCG evaluation, the vessel
would be lengthened by installation of a 50 foot (15-2 m) hull
extension amidships. The US Navy would then take over the
craft and test it in the new length-to-beam ratio configura-
tion.

TABLE D. BH-110 SES Contract Modifications for
Conversion to Cutter Use

1. Berthing for 14.

2. Additional heads and showers.

3. Install office space. _

4. Add 4oodga||0n per day desalinator.

5. Add Food Stowage-freezer, refrigerator, dry food
storeroom,

6. Add Ice machine, mess deck tables.

7. Add supplemental fuel and water tanks.

8. Add ammunition stowage. . . .

9, Provide Rigid Hull Inflatable ship's boat with hoist.

10. Install additional engineroom Instrumentation.

11 Add towing bltt,

12. Add dedicated fire pump.

13, Add machine gun foundations and mounts.

14. Add anchors and anchor winch.

15. Paint boat to USCG standard colours.

16. Install transformer to allow connection to shore source
of electrical power.

17. Install washing machine and clothes dryer.

These modifications to the craft before evaluation were
made to change the configuration from a civilian passenger
carrying crew boat to a craft capable of functioning as a
FoTastblGuard patrol boat. The modifications are summarised
nTable n.

In addition to these modifications, su’pplemental modifications
were made In order to make the craft capable of ponductmq
operations with other USCG vessels. These additional modl-
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Fig. 3. USCGC DORADO Arrangements: Modifications shown highlighted

flcations are shown in Table in. Fig. 3 shows the deck plan
arrandgemer]ts of the vessel as It was when placed Into Coast
Guarg service.

The vessel was formally turned over to the US Coast Guard
from the US Navy on June 12,1981 and placed In commission
on June 10,1981 as the US Coa6t Guard Cutter DORADO
SWSES-l} The crew personnel lor CGC DORADQ were taken

Irectlv from the USCGC POINT SPENCER, an 8loot (25 m)
patrol boat hased In New Orleans.

The spirit ol USN/USCG cooperation was continued with the
assignment ol two US Navy personnel to the crew for the
duration ol the Coast Guard trials. A US Navy senior petty
officer was assigned as chlel engineer, and the Ilrst assistant
engineer was also a Navy petty officer. The crew personnel
varied somewhat during the six months, depending on what

TABLE m. CG Installed Modlllcatlons to BH-110 SES

Provide secure weapons stowage.
Install telephone and Interior communication circuits.
Insult ?yrocompass and gyro repeater units.

InsUU toundations for %asolme can6 and portable pumps.
InsU Il racks for firefighting foam.

InsU Il electronics equipment.

SO W

ical composition ol the
al ratln%s were
imited

missions were planned, but the tm)

eleven man crew 16 shown in Table IV. Sp :I;

gsmgtned when required to supplement opeations ol
uration.

Alter commissioning, the DORADO was loaded with CG
mission related equipment borrowed from POINT SPENCER,
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TABLE IV. Typical Crew for USCGC DC >0 (WSES-I)

Lieutenant (junior grade) —Commanding Officer*
Boatswains’ Mate — 1st Class — Executive Petty Officer*
Quartermaster — 3rd Class*
(eDeck Watch Officers)
Engineering Department

Senior Chief Machinist Mate
éUSN)—EnglneerChlef
etty Officer

Gas Turbine Technician —
1st Class (USN)

Machinery Technician —
3rd Class

Fireman (non-rated)
Fireman (non-rated)

VACANT BERTHS - Three - Temporary duty personnel
as required.

Deck Department

Subsistence Specialist
(Cook) 1st Class

Seaman (non-rated)

Seaman (non-rated)

and fully outfitted as a cutter. The loaded DORADO charac-
teristics are shown in Table V. Performance of this con-
figuration, as predicted b}é,BeII Halter and as actually
experienced, is shown In Fig. 4.

On June 20,1981, the USCGC DORADO (WSES-1) departed
on patrol and began the six month evaluation. During the
evaluation, she participated in numerous missions demon-
strating the usefulness of this craft concept for Coast Guard
duties in the Gulf of Mexico.

On December 151981, USCGC DORADO was decommissioned,
Coast Guard peculiar equipment was removed, and the vessel

was returned to US Navy custody. The craft is presently in
New Orleans undergoing major structural modifications.

4. OPERATIONAL EVALUATION

The USCGC DORADO was in commissioned service for
181 days. The craft was underway 84 days;In a ready-for-
sea standby status 47 days; and In a maintenance stafus
S0 days during the trial period.

Maintenance requirements generally were similar or in?htIy
less trouble than other Coast Guard cutters. The unpatnted
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6 Mlulai iciul cn™Oni ainrUKii

Fig.4. USCGC DORADO
Performance —Predicted and Actual
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TABLE V. CGC DORADO  uracterlsttcs

DIMENSIONS
Length 110 ft 33-5m
Beam _ 39 ft [l m
Height Eoff cushion) 26t 6-9m
on cushion) . 28 ft 85m
Draught Eoff cushion -maximum) 82 ft 25m
on cushion) 461t ¥4 m
WEIGHTS
Maximum displacement 150 LT 152-4 t
Design displacement 15LT 127t
CG Operated displacement U7 LT 149-4 t
Fuel 6582 ga| 24916 1
Water _ 1089 gal 4221
Lubricating Oil 174 gal 659 1
Crew 14
MACHINERY

Propulsion —Two 16v-149T| Detroit Diesel Marine Engines
—Two 40 x 50-86 Gawn Burrill Subcavitating
fixed pitch propellers

Lift System —Two 8v-92TI Detroit Diesel Marine Engines
—Two Double Sublet 42 inch diameter centri-
fugal fans

Generators —One 3-71 General Motors Diesel Generator
55 KW

—One KATO KAMAG 14 generator (40KW’)
driven from lift engine

PERFORMANCE

Maximum Cruise Speed SSO SS3
On Cushion A kts 25 kts
Off Cushion —fans on 19 kts 15 kts

Off Cushion —fans off 6 kis*
Range at maximum speed - Sea State 3- 1000 n.m.

(*Speed lim it to prevent damage to stem seal when water Is
not blown out by lift fan).

6 kts'

interior of the aluminium hull proved quite easy to maintain.
Two major repair efforts were required however.

On September 10,1981, the DORADOQ experienced an, engme
room fire. There were no serious injuries, but the incigent
necessitated a return to New Orleans for two weeks to repair
the fire damage. The fire was caused by a cracked lubri-
cating oil line on the reduction gear which failed through
fatigue due to vibrations. The Installed fixed flooding carbon
dioxide fire extinguishing system In the engine room success-
fully extinguished the fire.

The other maJor repair effort was the replacement of all
eight bow seal fingers. On August 28,1t was discovered that
a number of bow finger seals had ripped causing the cushion
pressure to be vented throu?h the bow. This necessitated a
return to port for repairs. Investigation revealed that two
Geals had failed. They had been created along the vertical
centre axis for shlﬁment prior to initial delivery. It was
along this crease that two of the eight seats had failed,
ripping ne.arIY the entire length. Failure of two of the seals
wa6 sufficient to vent the cushion severely enough to prevent
normal operation. The seals had between 350 and hours
of operation on them when failure occurred. As a preventa-
tive maintenance measure, all eight Beals were replaced,
since all had been received at the same time.

Replacement of the bow seal was surprisingly quick and easy.
Four personnel from the ship’6crew replaced all eight seals
In two days (24 hourB effort? while DORADO remained In the
water at pier side. The last seal took only one hour to re-
move and replace. The replacement costfor new bow

finger seals was quoted as 55300 each.



Although not confirmed by this trial, the cted life of the
seals Is estimated to he between 1500to Zw/0 hours of
operation. This figure is based on US Navy operating ex-
perience with test air cushion vehicles (Jeff A and B% and
surface effect ships (100A and 100B).

During the Operational Evaluation, CGC DORADO was
assigned tovarious commands along the Gulf of Mexico, and
employed In different missions. Fig. 56hows areas of
operation. In June and early July the vessel was operated
out of Galveston,Texas In fisheries law enforcement duties.
This included boarding vessels for Inspection of catch and
cargo as well as idenfification of vessels.

In mid-July, the craft was based at Corpus Chrtsti,Texas,
and employed in search and rescue duties and law enforce-
ment patrols. The particular emphasis was on prevention of
drug smuggling.

In AugjSt CGC DORADO conducted missions servicing alds-
to-navigation while based out of New Orleans. This included
minor repairs to buoys as well as fixed aids-to-navigation
and transporting equg)ment. Late In August, the vessel was
one of many employed in a pollution control drill in and
around the ‘Louisiana Offt -ore Qil Polrt,workm% In conjunc-
tion with the US Coast Guard Gulf Strike Team hazardous

substance spill control specialists.

Much of the operational evaluation was spent on multi-unit
law enforcement patrols, In the southern portion of the Gulf
of Mexico. These patrols involved coordinated operations
mith other Coast Guard units working to prevent the
smuggling of drugs. These operations were from 7to 10
days'in duration usually requiring continuous operation at
sea. Resupply,including fuel,was from larger Coast Guard
units. The seaworthiness characteristics of DORADO pro-
vided very habitable conditions for the crew. They were
well rested and remained alert. This is In sharﬁ contrast

to the case on normal patrol boat sized craft, where the crew
(6 usually exhausted from merely operating the craft in
rough seas. During one extended patrol of this type, the seas
were running up to 16 feet, and the DORADO by drifting, was
able to experience less than 18 degree rolls.

During the operatjonal evaluation, methods of operation were
developed to maximise the DORADOQ'S unique capabilities,
while bypassing Its negative features. Due to the broad beam
and wide set screws, manoeuvrability was very g{ood. Such a
good degree of control was afforded b){ this and the one set
of controls looking aft that the crew often boarded vessels
dweptlg from DORADO without resorting to the small boat
carried aboard.

CGC DORADO operated Jun*-Daca*b«r 1981

Tig. 5. USCGC DORADO
Areas of Operation
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In order to conserve fuel  'vessel would frevt\}uently sprint
to a picket position then si—, down and drift. While maintain-
ing a radar guard, DORADO could take advantage of the
Improved seakeeping to rest the crew and still'be ready to
respond to an Interception when required.

During the six month period, CGC DORADOé)rolved. to be a
vehicle capable oi performing Coast Guard duties in law
enforcement, Including fisheries patrol as well as coastal
smuggling prevention and as a choke point patrol vessel. As
n *earch and rescue craf* it responded to calls for assist-
ance, conducted searches, salvage and firefighting duties as
well as performed towing of disabled craft.” Multi-ship and
aircraft operations, medical evacuations, and cargo carrying
capability were also satisfactorily performed.

The large deck aft and relatively high speed and resistance to
roll made vertical lift operations with helicopters particu-
larly easy. While not suitably sized nor strengthened to land
or refuel’a helicopter, the aforementioned characteristics
afforded helicopter pilots significantly more control and
margin for error than conventional slower speed vessels.
On one occasion a medical patient was evacuated from a
conventional Coast Guard cutter and transported quickly to
within range of land based helicopters. The personnel
transfer was accomplished successfully and resulted in the
patient reaching medical facilities 6 to 8hours sooner than
would have heen possible with conventional vessels.

Sﬂeed was one of the obvious advantages of CGC DORADO.
The craft was able to transit in excess of 30 knots in low

sea states In spite of the oR_er Ung displacement of 147 long
tons (149 metric tonnes) wnicn was well in _excess of the
designed displacement of 1251long tons (127 metric tonnes).
This advantage continued even with speeds of 28knots in
Beas up to eight feet. Durm% one patrol CGC DORADO en-
countered 12to 14 foot (3610 4-3 m? seas, and swells to

18 feet (5-5m). The crew was able to make good 16 knots
Into the seas, and 25 knots when running with the seas. This
range of relatively constant high speeds with Increasing sea
states was found fo be a particularly desirable feature.

Once DORADO, responding to a call'for assistance, beat a
h_ehcogter to the scene of a burning yacht. Slow speed opera-
tions, however,use considerahle fuel, hence normal opera-
tionswere usually conducted at or near full speed. Fig. 6
shows fuel consumption plotted against speed. The transit
speed of around 30 knots had positive effect on crew morale
36 well. When on patrol in the Yucatan region,CGC DORADO

.could be ordered home, and within 19 hours grant liberty.

Conventional cutters would take two days or more to cover
the same distances. The high level vibrations and rapid
speed of advance made conventional navigation methods near
obsolete however. Automatic position plotters, using

snetXkMt><

Fig. B. Fuel Consumption versus Speed
Measured 2-3 December 1981
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Loran-C,were utilised, and stabilised binoculars (or bridge
lookouts were a necessity.

Ship speed was found to be very sensitive to trim adjustment.
At or near full load displacement,CGC DORADO was very
sensitive to the position of Its longitudinal centre of gravity.
The crew had to hecome much more aware of trim than on'a
conventional shlﬁ,because Improper trim vould often prevent
achievement of hump fcpeed. Operations were then limited to
between 18to 22 knots until trim conditions were corrected.

The range for DORADO was about 1000 miles at a full speed
of 30knots. However, as sea state Increased, fuel consump-
tion remained almost constant at 160 gallons per hour
according to the crew while transit speed decreased accord-
ingly. Even with two ruptured bow seal fingers however, fuel
consumption at full throttle was about the same rate of 160
gallons per hour while speed was only reduced to 18 knots.

The seaworthiness and habitability of CGC DORADO proved
to be two particularly desirable features. With the broad
beam, crew living conditions aboard compared more to shore
side barracks than they did to shipboard conditions. Sh&p ,
motmns,&;artmularly tieaving and lurching, were rou?,h. uring
full speed operations and often prevented normal acfivities.
However, due to the seaworthiness of the hull, either a course
alteration, or a complete stop, would moderate motions to
such a significant degree that activities approaching Inport
routine could be conducted. One method of operation that
developed was to S"tOP and drift cnce the operating area had
been reached. This technigue provided an extremely well
rested and alert crew for when action was required, as well
as a method to conserve fuel. This Is in contrast to conven-
tional vessels which would, of necesslty.be steaming at slow
speeds in their patrol areas.

Noise and vibration were two negative factors determined
durlnlg the trial. The main engines were hard mounted to
the aluminium hull structure, and as a result, transmitted
engine noise throughout. The craft, being a prototype, has
some Insufficient proPeIIer tip clearance induced vibrations.
The propellers were turned down from 42 inch (1-06 m) to
40 Inch F1-02 m) diameter before delivery to US Navy/US
Coast Guard Ina partially successful attempt to alleviate
this source of vibration. The Inherent pneumatic sprmP
effect of the air cushion also contributed to the unusual
motions. While the motions often seemed extreme to visi-
tors, the fact remains the crew lived and functioned very
well for the six month evaluation period.

Fig. 7. USCGC DORADO lu transition from hull borne to
cushion borne mode of operation. Note eight bow
finger seals.

0O fficial US Coaat Guard Phboto.
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The vibrations did contrlb, .« to numerous piping failures
and hull cracks. These failures lllustrate the need for care
In designing, aluminium craft. Flexible connections and more
numerous pipe system supports would have reduced the
occurrence of these failures. Strengthening of hull plating

In discovered weak areas, as wall as more use of continuous,
rather than skip welding techniques would lessen the occur-
rence of hull cracks. Bell Halter has Incorporated hull
thlcknless changes on the next generation design of these
vessels.

Operationally,the DORADO presented a small radar and
visual target'when viewed from a bow aspect. This waB
useful when coupled with the high speed of the vessel while
the craft was being used in law enforcement missions.

The broad beam allowed targe deck space aft, suitable for
cargo. This area, however,was subjected to spray and was
often quite wet when the craft was underway on cushion at
high speeds. The widely separated Brppellers provided
DORADO with excellenf manoeuvra |I|t¥]_at pier side and
when alongside other vessels at sea. This feature, along with
the stable ride was particularly useful when DORADO was
resupplied by other Coast Guard cutters. The manoeuvrability,
coupled with the variable deck height, due to lift engine
throttle settings, was used to,advanta%e by DORADOQ’S crew
during boardings and Inspection of other vesselr. DORADO
would manoeuvre alongside, then adjust cushion height, to
match deck levels, aIlOW|n$the boarding crew to step
directly from or* ship to the other.

The broad beam, and shallow step aft also allowed easy boat
launching and over the side operations. The crew reported

a significantly Improved sense of safety during these opera-
tions when compared to conventional patrol vessels. ltems
were easily launched and recovered off the stern ulatform.
Small Coast Guard boats moored across the stern on occas-
slon. Towing was likewise easy. The location of the tow bttt
was found to be troublesome, as It rendered so much of the
sten unusable (Fig. 2). The tow point could be moved
further aft without detriment because of the wide set screws.

The crew learned to operate the craft quickly. The only
controls berond those found on a normal vessel were the lift
engine confrols. The large beam and draught, when off
cushion, were factors the operators had to keep In mind
when operating In reside.ed waters however,

The Installed ground tackle proved inadequate. The two

80 pound Danforth type anchors, standard equapment aboard
85-foot patrol boats, proved Inadequate to holo DORADO
when trailing a pollution containment boom astern,

Flg.B. USCGC DORADO aerial view from port quarter while
operating on cushion.
O'fficial US Coaat Guard Photo.



“The aluminium construction allowed f  ipalnted Interior
mpaces, and hence reduced maintenance respite the In-
creased area to be cleaned. The low melt*ng point of

aluminium requires adequate fire protection. The Installed
carbon dioxide fire extinguishing system and remote venti-
lation fan shut off switches proved vital during the evaluation

of DORADO.

Engineerin%,exp
craft Io within the scope of normal maintenance expertise-
found on other Coast Guard cutters. The diesel propulsion

and conventional ship characteristics offered no problem for

crew operations. The main diesel en%ines are common to
those used on 95-foot Coast Guard Fa rol boats. The only
feature unique to the DORADO are

There were no repairs made to the seal s%stem, except
direct replacement, so an assessment of the crew's capa-
bility to make repairs cannot be made.

The extensive use of aluminium pipe and the use of dis-

similar metals In piping systems, such as brass valves, are
a potential problem. The generous use of protective zincs is

necessary tor long term operation of craft similar to
DORADOQ. Similarly, vibration mounts, flexible bulkhead

Fenetrations, and more supports for pipes should be Installed
0 reduce one of the major maintenance problems encountered

on DORADO.

5. CONCLUSIONS

In summarﬁ, the six monlh operational evaluation of the
USCGC DO

employed as a Coast Guard resource. The craft proved
equal or more cagable in conducting most of Its missions
than comparable

erience aboard CGC DORADO has Bhown the

he how and stern seals.

ADO proved that the SES concept can be valuably

han co | 0ast Guard cutters. While problems and
limitations with the concept and this particular vessel exist,

solutions are not beﬁor >e reach of technoloPy. On balance,

the concept is valua

le , *d useful In pursuit of many Coast

Guard missions.
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THE SURFACE EFFECT SHIPS (WSES)

The three U.S. Coast Guard Surface Effect Ships are a new concept
in patrol craft. These rigid side wall hovercraft are used
primarily for enforcement of laws and treaties, especially drug or
illegal migrant interdiction and marine environmental protection.

With a maximum speed greater than 30 knots, the SESs assure rapid
response “or rescue cases, pollution containment and law enforcement
while the thirty-nine foot beam provides a stable platform 1in most
sea conditions. The ship is constructed of welded marine aluminum,
has two 1800 horsepower diesel, engines for propulsion, mounted 1in
the side walls and two smaller diesels for lift.

The l1ift engines drive fans that create a pressurized air cushion
under the wvessel, which lifts thevessel, thus reducing drag and
draft. The two solid side walls pierce the water surface, formimg a
catamaran hull and the air cushion 1is sealed by flexible rubberized
skirts at the bow and stern.

Because Surface Effect Ships are designed with low length to beanm
ratio they are stable at high speeds. Whenon cushion they have a
shallow draft, which can still be maintained at Jlow speeds. The
large freeboard area can be adjusted by controlling the lift fans, a
useful docking feature. Until wave height approaches the freeboard,
speed and ride comfort are not reduced. SESs are highly
maneuverable even at Jlow speeds with propeller and vrudder in each
side hull.

The SESs were manufactured by Bell Halter |Inc. in New Orleans,
Louisiana. Detroit Diesel Division of General Motors built the
16V-149TIB marine engines 1in Detroit, Michigan.



SURFACE EFFECT SHIP

SUMMARY

PRINCIPAL MACHINERY
Length Overall: 109 feet 3/4 inch Lift: 2 Detroit Diesels
350 HP
Beam: 39 feet 2-two stage 40" diameter
lift fans
Full Draft: 8 feet 3 inches
Main Engines: 2 General
On Cushion: 5 feet 6 inches Motors Diesels 1800HP
@1900 RPM
Hull Material: Aluminum Alloy
Super Structure: ! ) Generators: 2 GM Diesels
(55kw)
Full Load Displacement: 150 tons
ACCOMMODATIONS
Maximum Operating Speed: 30+ knots
2 Officers
3est Economical Speed: 26 knots 1 CPO
14 Crewmen
Endurance: 7-10 days 1 Spare
18
Cruising Range: 1100 n.m.
@25 knots
SURFACE EFFECT SHIPS
SEA HAWK WSES-2
SHEARWATER WSES-3
PETREL WSES-4
Home Port: 7th. District
Key West, Florida
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EVALUATION OF CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES -
LYNN CORRIDOR

1 - INTRODUCTION

1.1 - General

As part of the update of the Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan, a number
of studies were carried out relating to the provision of surface transporta-
tion services within subsections or corridors of the overall region. These
subregional studies were used as a screening process, to examine a number of
transportation options within a particular corridor in isolation from the
balance of the system and to identify, at a restricted level of analysis,
those options which seemed most promising and hence which warranted further

consideration in the context of the total vregional transportation system.
In all, five corridor studies were carried out dealing with transportation

issues and alternatives with regard to Juneau Access (Lynn/Taku Corridors),
the Ketchikan-Southern Terminus Corridor, the Stikine Corridor, the Sitka
Access Corridor, and the Prince of Wales Island Access Corridor.

This report describes the process and the findings of the corridor study
relating to Juneau Access including the Lynn Canal and Taku River Corridors.
[t outlines the anticipated transportation requirements in the corridors,
identifies the options which were considered, and describes the evaluation
of the various options in terms of financial implications, user impacts and

service/cost effectiveness.

1.2 - Description of Corridor

The Lynn Corridor analysis examined the provision of road and marine trans-
portation services up and down the Lynn Canal, connecting the communities of
Juneau, Haines and Skagway (see Figure 1). The corridor serves passenger
and vehicle traffic between these three communities and also acts as the
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northern terminus of the Southeast Marine Highway system. As such, it
connects Haines, Skagway and points north with other southeast communities
and with the Lower 48. The Taku Corridor analysis (see Figure 1) examined
the possibility of utilizing the Taku River Valley as a means of connecting
Juneau with the continental road system and hence, with other communities

having access to the roads.

1.3 - Scope of Analysis

For the corridor analysis, the Lynn Canal was treated as a separate trans-
portation system. The assessment of options considered only the provision
of service within the Juneau-Haines-Skagway triangle without vregard to
connections required north and south of the corridor. Service options,
financial implications and wuser impacts relate only to that portion of a
trip which falls within the corridor boundaries. Impacts accruing outside
the corridor as a result of different corridor options were included at the
next stage of analysis as part of the assessment of regional systems.

Similarly, the Taku Corridor was regarded as a separate transportation
system, primarily providing access between Juneau and the road systems of
Yukon and Alaska. While the corridor could be used as a means of connecting
with the Alcan Highway and hence, with the southbound Stewart-Cassiar
Highway out of Watson Lake, this would involve a significant detour for
traffic to and from the south and hence, was not considered to be a viable
alternative for Marine Highway traffic to and from the Lower 43.

1.4 - Report Format

The balance of this report is divided into three sections. Section ?
discusses the key factors considered in defining corridor options and
describes the physical and traffic components of the alternatives which were
evaluated. Section 3 presents the findings of the financial analysis and
user impact evaluations, and Section 4 provides a summary of conclusions and
recommendations. Two Appendixes are also included which describe in detail



the methodologies used in developing, costing and assessing corridor
alternatives and discuss the theories and methods underlying the evaluation

parameters.
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2 - CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES

2.1 - Corridor Issues

The Juneau Access Corridor, which currently consists of Marine Highway links
between Juneau, Haines and Skagway, represents a problem within the regional
transportation context on a number of fronts.

< The Lynn Canal is one of the most intensively used links in the Marine
Highway system. In 1984 it carried more passengers than any other link
and was second only to the combined Seattle/Prince Rupert to Ketchikan
links in terms of total vehicles carried.

» Aggravating this problem, the Lynn traffic tends to be more concentrated
into the peak summer months than traffic in other corridors.

t Over 35% of the traffic disembarking in the Lynn boards at either Seattle
or Prince Rupert. This makes it difficult for passengers embarking
within the Southeast Region to book space on the vessels.

« The Lynn ferry service represents the only surface link between Juneau,
the State capital, and the rest of Alaska. For political reasons a
faster, more frequent connection would be desirable.

In developing the Juneau Access Corridor alternatives, the key concerns
therefore were how to provide additional capacity up the Lynn Canal and/or
how to improve service (particularly travel time) between Juneau and the

northern terminus.

With these factors in mind, eleven options were developed for the provision
of transportation service in the Juneau Access Corridor, with nine involving
service via the Lynn Canal and two involving service via the Taku River.



These are described, ,n terms of physical characteristics and traffic
impacts, in the following sections. Figure 2 provides a map of the region
showing the key points referred to inthe description of alternatives

2.2 - Base Case - LynnOption 1

2.2.1 - Description

Option 1 involves continuation of the existing ferry service up the Lynn and
serves as a hase case against which other options can be evaluated. Under
this option, peak season service would be provided twice weekly by the Taku,
Malaspina and Matanuska, and once a week by the Columbia and the LeConte,
giving a weekly total of eight trips.

The annual cost to the Marine Highway of serving the Lynn in this manner was
estimated at $7.0 million for vessel operations and $0.4 million for port
operations.

Capital costs associated with the existing fleet would add another $3.1
million to this cost. (These figures are hased on an average Lynn transit
time of 18 hours, multiplied by total hourly costs and total annual Lynn
trips for each vessel ,)

2.2.2 - Traffic

Under the base case scenario, tourist and resident traffic up the Lynn were
assumed to grow at the rates presumed in the travel demand forecasts; viz
4.5% (to 1990) and 2.5% (1991-2005) for tourist traffic and 2.8% (to 1990)
and 1% (1991-2005) for residents. Average peak daily demand within the
corridor (total embarkations plus total through traffic) was projected at
965 passengers and 215 vehicles in 1990, increasing to 1340 passengers and
300 wvehicles by 2005. Of these, approximately 15% were irternal
Haines/Skagway trips while the balance transitted the .Juneau/Haines section
of the corridor.
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Since the 2005 figures for vehicle denand, when adjusted for Ilinks and
direction, would exceed the capacity of the existing ferry system,
consideration had to be given to assigning the cost of a new vessel to this
option when demand reaches capacity (approximately 1998). It was noted,
however, that the Lynn Corridor was not the only capacity constraint in the
system. In fact, demand would exceed capacity out of Seattle in the early
1990s, thus prohibiting many Lynn-bound wusers from entering the system.
Without new capacity out of Seattle, Lynn capacity problems would not arise
since demand would not materialize. With new capacity out of Seattle, Lynn
problems would also be eliminated since additional vessels would be in

service.

This interaction raised problems with regard to the proportion and timing of
new capacity costs which should be attributed to the Lynn Canal. Since this
issue was to be dealt with in the system studies, it was decided to maintain
the isolated ‘corridor® perspective of this analysis by adding a vessel to
the Lynn system in 1999 when additional Lynn capacity was needed, and
assigning its cost to the Lynn in the same proportion as that of other

vessels serving the corridor.

2.3 - All-Road Options
Lynn 2 and 3

2.3.1 - Description

The second and third Lynn Corridor alternatives involved linking the com-
munities c¢f Juneau, Haines and Skagway by road and terminating all marine

operations north of Juneau.

Lynn 2, the more costly alternative, involved extending the existing road
from Echo Cove up the east side of the Lynn to Skagway and building a bridge
across the Chilkoot Inlet at the mouth of the Katzehin River to link Haines
to the new road. Total capital cost of this option, which involved 75 miles
of new road, was estimated at $440 million of which $290 million was for
road construction and the remaining $150 million for the bridge. Annual



operating and maintenance costs for road upkeep were estimated at
$2.07 million. Offsetting these were savings associated with closing the

ferry terminals at Haines and Skagway—approximately $0.4 million per year.

Lynn 3 also involved building a road wup the east side of the canal to
Skagway. However, instead of a bridge crossing at Haines, a road would be
built down the v.-est side of the canal between Haines and Skagway. The total
capital cost of this option, which required 109 iniles of road construction,
was estimated at $365 million, while road operating and maintenance costs

were estimated at $2.52 million per year.
2.3.2 - Traffic

Projected Lynn traffic demand under the ‘all road" options was expected to
differ significantly from the ‘base case’ marine highway alternative.
Passengers to and frompoints southof Juneau who were traveling with
vehicles were assumed toswitch to the road and continue their trip up the
Lynn by car. Lynn foot passengers originating at or destined for points
south of Juneau, however, were assumed, in large measure, to forego the trip
up the Lynn rather than make arrangements to bring or rent a vehicle. Thus
only 25% of Lynn foot passengers to and from points south of Juneau were
presumed to shift to the road.

Travelers originating at or destined for Juneau were assumed more likely to
have access to a vehicle and to make the trip up the Lynn even in the
absence of ferry service. All Juneau 0/D passengers were therefore forecast
to switch to the road, and vehicle numbers were adjusted accordingly.

In addition to carrying traffic which would otherwise move on the Marine
Highway, the direct road connections between Juneau, Haines and Skagway were
also assumed likely to stimulate additional trips within the Lynn Corridor
as a result of the lower cost and greater flexibility of road travel. These
trips would largely originate among the residents of the area and would
likely be related primarily to recreation/shoppirig/visiting activities.
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Consideration was given to the possibility that some traffic might also be
diverted from air but, in view of the frequency and speed of air service
within the Lynn and the high proportion of business travelers on this mode,
it was decided that such diversions would likely be small in number. The
possibility of additional road traffic related to future resource develop-
ment in the corridor was also reviewed and several potential developments
were noted. However, since there are no committed plans for other
development along the proposed road corridors beyond existing logyiny
activities, this class of potential traffic, while recognized as a possible
addition to demand, was excluded from the quantitative analysis.

Estimating the road-induced vrecreation type tripsinvolved considerable
subjective judgment. There were few data sources available which would
assist in predicting the behavior of t.he local residents if a road were
developed. Within Southeast Alaska there are no road links comparable to
the proposed Lynn system either in terms of distances involved 0l the size
and amenities of the communities at either end. Some travel propensity data
were available for road developments in other parts of the United States and
Canada but none represented a reasonable proxy for the Lynn Corridor.

In consequence, the travel propensity data on the two roads most comparable
to the Lynn roads were reviewed (the road from Juneau to Echo Cove and the
road from Petersburg to Blind Slough) and were adjusted to vreflect the
longer distances involved in the Juneau/Haines/Skagway trip and the high
level of attractions within the Juneau community. It was judged, in light
of these factors, that an average daily traffic level of .0075 vehicle trips
per capita was appropriate, yielding a projected induced traffic volume of
94 000 vehicle movements in 1991 (the earliest possible time when the road
could be operational) and 108 000 movements in 2005. Because of the heavy
recreational focus of this traffic it wasassumed that 50% of these
movements would take place in the peak summer period with the balance
divided equally between the shoulder and low seasons.

Total projected traffic on tne Lynn roads, including the carryover from
points south of Juneau, the existing Juneau/Haines/Skagway traffic, and the
induced traffic would total 155 500 vehicle movements in 1991 and 189 100



2-1

vehicle movements in 2005 of which, on average, 52% would occur during the
peak season. Peak average daily traffic wouldthereforebe approximately
900 vehicle movements per day in 1991 and 1100 vehicle movements in 2005.

2.4 - West-Side Road Options -
Lynn 4, 5 and 6

2.4.1 - Description

Lynn options 4, 5 and 6 assessed the potential for building roads up the
west side ofthe Lynn Canal and linking thes.. roads to the ea”™t side of the
canal and Juneau via a shuttle ferry out of Echo Cove. Three variations of

this concept were analyzed.

Lynn option 4 involved operating the shuttle ferry from Echo Cove approxi-
mately 17 miles across the canal to St. James Bay, and building a road from
St. James Bay through Haines to Skagway—a total of 95 miles. Total
construction cost, including ferry terminals at Echo Cove and St. James Bay
was estimated at $240 million. Road maintenance and operation was estimated
at $1.89 million per year and terminal operations at $0.2 million. Two
60-vehicle shuttle ferries connecting Echo Cove and St. James Bay represent-
ed an additional $7 million in capital cost, and added 54.2 million per year

to operating expenses.

Lynn option 5 consisted of a shuttle ferry from Echo Cove to William Henry
Bay (approximately 14 miles) and a road from William Henry Bay to Haines.
Haines and Skagway would be [linked by shuttle ferries similar to those
operating out of Echo Cove. Total capital cost for the 45 miles of new road
and the two new ferry terminals was estimated at $130 million, while road
operating and maintenance costs were estimated at $1.14 million per year and
terminal operations at $0.4 million. In addition, the four new shuttle
ferries (2 on each link) would require an additional capital expenditure of
$14 million and annual operating costs of $8,5 million.



Lynn option 6 involved running the shuttle ferry from Echo Cove north to
Sullivan Island (approximately 30 miles) and buildiny a connecting road from
Sullivan to Haines. As in Option 5, Haines and Skagway would be joined by
shuttle ferry. This option involved 21 miles of new road at a total cost
(including ferry terminals) of $70 million. Annual road operating and
maintenance costs were estimated at $0.9 million while terminal operating
costs were estimated at $0.4 million. Four shuttle ferries were assumed at
a total cost of $14 million capital and $8.5 million per year operations.
However, under this option it is likely that, towards the end of the 1990s,
an additional shuttle would be required on the Echo Cove- Sullivan Island
link, since the longer voyage time significantly reduces the shuttles® daily

ability to carry traffic.
2.4.2 - Traffic

In projecting danand on the three west side road options, the same assump-
tions were made regarding the diversion of existing ferry traffic as under
the "all-road® options; that is:

o all Lynn passengers with vehicles originating at or destined for points

south of Juneau would divert to the road

9 25% of Lynn foot passengers to/from points south of Juneau would divert
to the road while 75% would forego the trip

o all internal Lynn passengers (i.e., those traveling between Juneau,
Haines and Skagway) would divert to the road/shuttle.

The ability of the road/shuttle options to generate new traffic, however,
was judged to be lower than under the allroad options. The main deterrent
to high volumes of induced traffic was felt to be the potential delay
associated with the shuttle ferry. With two ferries operating across the
Lynn, the minimum interval between departures would be 1.5 hours on the
William Henry Bay option, rising to as much as 2.75 hours on the Sullivan
Island route. While this could be tolerable if the road trip could be timed
so as to just connectwith the ferry, in peak travel periods (e.g., on a



summer weekend) when as much as half the daily traffic may want to travel
within a span of a few hours, a vehicle may have to wait for tv/o or three

ferries in order to be accommodated.

This peaking problem, together with the relatively long ferry trips, was
felt to detract from the three road/shuttle options in terms of generating
additional traffic within the Lynn Canal. It was therefore assumed that,
under these three options, total induced traffic would amount to 23,500
vehicle trips in 1991, and 27,000 trips in 2005, or roughly one-quarter of
the volumes induced under the all-road options

Total projected traffic including carry over from the existing system and
new induced travel would amount to 85 000 vehicle movements in 1991 and
108 000 movements in 2005, of which slightly over 50% would occur during the
peak season. Average daily traffic in the peak would therefore be 490
vehicles per day in 1991 rising to 625 by 2005

2.5 - East-Side Road/Shuttle
Options - Lynn 7 and 8

2.5.1 - Description

Since the operational attractiveness of the all-road options (Lynn 2 and 3)
was offset in part by the high cost of linking Haines to the road system
(either through a bridge at Chilk. t Inlet or a road from Haines to
Skagway), it was decided to examine the possibility of building a road up
the east side of the canal and connecting it to Haines via a shuttle ferry.
A shuttle to Haines was considered to be potentially more attractive than an
Echo Cove crossing first because of the shorter crossing time and secondly
because the greater distance from Juneau might dissipate some of the peaking
problems before the ferry crossing was reached.

Two variations o. this concept were examined. In the first, Lynn 7, a road
would be built to the Katzehin River with a shuttle ferry connection to
Haines. Haines and Skagway would be linked by another ferry shuttle. Total



capital cost for 52 miles of new road and a terminal at Katzehin River was
estimated at $210 million while roadoperating and maintenance costs were
estimated at $1.56 million per year and terminal operating costs at $0.4
million. Inaddition, four shuttle ferries would he required at a total
capital cost of $14 million plus $3.5 million per year for operations.

Lynn option 3 also involved a road to Katzehin River and a shuttle to Haines
but under this option the road was continued up the east side of the canal
from Katzehin to Skagway. Total road capital cost (including a Katzehin
River shuttel ferry terminal) was estimated at $270 million while road
maintenance and operations would require $1.94 million per year and terminal
operations would require $0.2 million annually. Two shuttle ferries would
also be required but it was felt that, with the vroad running direct to
Skagway, the traffic demand on the shuttle would be lower than under other
cross-canal options and smaller vessels could be used. Total ferry capital
cost was therefore estimated at $4.0 million while total annual operating
costs would be $3.0 million for the two vessels.

2.5.2 - Traffic

Total Lynn traffic under the east-side road shuttle options was predicted to
reach the same levels as under the all-road alternatives (Lynn 2 and 3);
that is, the standard share of carry over from existing ferry traffic and a
high level of induced traffic in the corridor. It was felt that the induced
traffic would be less deterred than in the west-side road shuttle options
due to the short and frequent shuttle connection to Haines and to the
reduced peaking problems associated with the greater distance from Juneau
and the potential for intervening stopovers.

The distribution of induced traffic was assumed to differ somewhat from the
all-road options. Under Lynn 7, where Haines and Skagway are connected by
shuttle ferry, most of the induced traffic was presumed to travel between
Juneau arid Haines. Under Lynn 3, where the east road continued to Skagway,
induced traffic was assumed to be spread more evenly between the two

northern terminals.



2.6 - High-Speed Shuttle -
Lynn Option 9

2.6.1 - Description

The final alternative considered for Lynn Canal service was the use of
high-speed ferries to link Juneau, Haines and Skagway out of a terminal at
Echo Cove. Echo Cove was chosen as the southern terminus both to avoid
conflicts in opnrations at Auke Day and because the lesser marine distances

allowed higher utili7ation of the vessels.

Because of the large traffic volumes involved, it was judged that the most
appropriate type of craft would be a large (40 vehicle, 130 passenger) high
speed (46 mi/h) vessel of the surface-effect-ship class. The Bell-Halter
350B SES was selected as representative of this type of ship.

These ferries were conservatively assumed to make three round trips each
during a 16 to 13-hour day in the peak season and two round trips per Jay
over a 10 to 12-hour day in the off peak. Two ferries would be required
during the early years, with a third being added in the mid-1990s as traffic
volumes increase. Each ferry would cost approximately $12 million to
purchase and approximately $4.2 million per year to operate. The capital
cost of upgrading the road to Echo Cove and constructing a terminal there
was estimated at $7 million. Road maintenance and operations would add
approximately $0.6 million per year to the cost, while ferry terminal
operations were estimated at $0.6 million annually.

2.6.2 - Traffic

Total projected traffic under the high-speed shuttle option was assumed ca
be the same as under the west-side road shuttle options U-yrin 4, 6 and 6);
that is, the standard level of carry over from existing traffic and the
lower level of induced traffic. This assumption may be somewhat optimistic
since, with a 3-hour arrival interval between wvessels during the early
years, this option is particularly sensitive to peaking problems. On the
other hand, the high-speed shuttle option is also more adaptable to a



reservations system thana cross-canal shuttle would be, and some
peak-spreading should therefore be possible.

2.7 - Taku Corridor Options - Taku 1 and 2
2.7.1 - Description

In additon to the Lynn Canal routes, two other opticns were crnsidered under
the heading of "Juneau Access™. These involved coistruction of road links
up the Taku Inlet and Taku River valley to connect Juneau with the existing
Yukon/British Columbia road out of Atlin, B.C.

The first option (Taku 1) involved extending the exir.ting Thane Road up the
west bank of Taku Inlet to Grizzly Bar, constructing a bridge to the east
bank (Taku Point) and continuing along the east bank to the Canadian border.
A total of 50.4 miles of new road would be required at a capital cost of
$202.5 million. Road operating and maintenance cost would add a further

$1.2 million per year.

The second option (Taku 2) followed the same route as theabove. However,
instead of building abridge across the inlet at Grizzly Bar, two shuttle
ferry terminals would be built and asmall ferry used to cross to Taku
Point. This option would involve 49.9miles of new road at a capital cost
(including terminals) of $143 million.  Annual road maintenance and
operations were estimated at $1.1 million. Capital cost for a small shuttle
ferry would be in the order of $2 million while annual ferry operating costs
would be in the order of $1.5 million.

While the Taku River options would provide competitive connections for
travellers between Juneau and points in Yukon and Central Alaska, they would
represent a poor alternative to the Marine Highway for travellers between
Juneau and Haines/Skagway. Overland distances from Juneau to Skagway under
these options would be approximately 300 miles (versus 93 by water) while
overland distances to Haines would be almost 500 miles (versus 78 by water).
Accordingly, in order to serve Haines and Skagway and provide them with



adequate links to the rest of the Southeast Region, it would probably be
necessary to continue Marine Highway operations in the Lynn Canal either at
or near existing levels. Thus, the Taku Corridor options, unlike the Lynn
alternatives, would not provide any offsetting marine cost savings in the

regional systems context.

It should also be noted that the road cost figures quoted earlier in this

section cover only the portion from Juneau to the Canadian border. An
additional 85 miles of new road would be required in British Columbia in
order to connect the Taku Road with the road out of Atlin. In discussions

with the B.C. Government, it was indicated that further road connections
into the Atlin area were not regarded as a priority, particularly in light
of government spending constraints and the more urgent needs for development
funding elsewhere in the Province. Accordingly, there is some question with
regard to the feasibility of a Taku connection, at least until such time as
the B.C. Government indicates a positive interest in developing such a
link.

2.7.2 - Traffic

Potential traffic on the Taku Corridor was difficult to estimate due to the
lack of data with regard to the proportion of existing Lynn Corridor traffic
which originated at or was destined for points north of Haines and Skayway
and which hence might be induced to transfer to the road. Even if tnis were
known, there is some question as to the portion which would divert to the
Taku Road, particularly if they also embarked or disembarked at a point
south of Juneau and hence were obliged to make part of the trip by ferry.

The most probable market for the Taku River road would Ilikely consist of
current vehicle traffic between Juneau and points north of Haines anil
Skagway. Some portion of this traffic might be captured by the road link.
In addition, some induced traffic out of Juneau might be expected to use the
new road. The volumes of both categories of traffic, however, are likely to
be lower than those attracted to a new Lynn Canal route for two reasons.
First, a Taku Road would he obliged to compete with ongoing Lynn ferry



service for traffic out of Juneau and secondly, it would not serve as an
inducement factor for traffic out of Haines and Skagway but only for traffic

out of Juneau.

2.8 - Summary of Costs

Table 2.1 presents a summary of the capital and operating cost associated
with each of the Juneau Access options. For purposes of the summary,
capital costs are presented both in total and on an annualized basis with
the latter being calculated using a 5% - 30 year capital recovery factor for
roads and terminals and a 5% - 15 year factor for vessels.



TABLE 2.1

JUNEAU ACCESS OPTIONS -

SUMMARY OF COSTS

LI

L3
L4
L5

L6
L7
L8
L9
Tl
T2

$32.4 million represents Lynn Canal share of total capital valluo of existing mainline fleet (based on replacement cost).
Presumes continued ferry service up Lynn Canal.

Existing System
East Road/Bridge
East Road/Road
West-St, James Bay

West-WI 111am Henry
Bay

West-Sullivan

East to Katzehln
East Road/Shuttle
High Speed Ferry
Taku Road/Bridge2

Taku Road/ShuttIe2

TOTAL CAPITAL

Roads
(ml)

76
109
95

45
pal
5
70

96
9

(Smi11lons)

440.0
365.0
231.5

119.0
61.5
204.0
264.0
2.0
202.5
141.0

Vessels
(Sml1llons)

32.4'

1.0

14.0
14.0/17.5
14,0

4.0
24.0/36.0
32.4'
34.41

Terminals
(Sml L1lons)

8.5

11.0
6.0
6,0

5.0

2.0

ANNUALIZED COSTS

Road/Termina 1
Capital
(Smllllons)

28,7
23.8
16.7

8.5
4.6
13.7
17,6
0.5
13.2
9.3

Road/Terminal
Operatic
(Smilllons
0.4

2.1

2.5

2.1

1.5
13
2.0
2.1
1.2
1.6
1.5

Vessel
Cap ltal

(Smlllions)

3.1

0.7

14
1.4/1.7
14
0.4
2.313.5
3.1
3.3

Vessel
Operations
(SmIlllons)

1.4

4.2

3.5
8.5/10.7
6.5
3.0
8.4/12,6
1.4
8.9

Total
(Sml 111ons

10.9
30.8
26.3
22.7

19.9
15.8/16.3
25.6
23.1
12.4/17.8
25.3
23.0






3 - EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

In order to assess the preferred options for service in the Juneau Access
Corridor, a detailed assessment was carried out with reyard to the financial
and user impact implications of the various alternatives. The two Taku
Corridor options were not included in this assessment primarily because they
were very close, in cost :erms, to the Lynn alternatives yet would serve
lower traffic levels and would require extensive investment on the part of
the British Columbia Government in order to be implemented.

3.1 - Financial Evaluations

The nine Lynn corridor alternatives were each evaluated from the viewpoint
of financial impacts on the Marine Highway, on the State and on the users.
Details of the methodologies and the basis for cost and revenue figures used
in this analysis are outlined in Appendix A.

The findings of the financial analysis are summarized in Table 3.1. The
table outlines the net present value of the 2U-year total of costs and
revenues associated with each option. Costs are categorized forthe Alaska
Marine Highway System, the State government (including the AMHS deficit) and
the wusers. (Care should be taken in interpreting the ‘costs to wuser'
figures, however, since they relate to different levels of traffic and

different types of demand. A more detailed analysisof ‘cost to user",
which adjusts for changing traffic levels and for the different character-
istics of traffic served, is given in Section 3.2 which follows.)

As Table 3.1 indicates, from the State's viewpoint the least costly option
for serving the Lynn Corridor is Lynn 1, the continuation of existing ferry
service. The only ongoing cost which the State mustbeur is the Marine
Highway deficit associated with the service. Furthermore, since the deficit
shown includes an allowance for capital cost of the vessels, any federal
contributions towards capital replacement would serve to further reduce the

State's costs.



TABLE 3.1

LYNN CORRIDOR OPTIONS -

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

($ mill lons - Net Present Value of
20 yeir Total Discounted at 57?)

Existing East Road- East Road-

System  Bridge Road
Alternative LI L2 L3
Costs to AWS
0\S/essse? Capital* 40.8 13.5 13.5
Vessel Operating 90.9 31.9 31.9
Port Cagltal* ~ - -
Port Operating 5.2 1.9 1.9
Less Vessel Fares (68.2) (20.3) (20.3)
Net Cost 68.~ 27.0 27.0
CORl Bertite 6.7 27.0 27.0
Road Capital* - 294.4 244.3
Road Operating - 16.8 20.5
Less Fuel Tax Revenue - (0.5) (0.6)
Net Cost 68.7 331.1 291.2
Costs to User
Veh|c|e OPeratlng - 19.8 25.1
Vessel 68.2 20.3 20.3
Total 68.2 40.1 46.0
Total Costs (State + User)  136.9 377.8 337.2
Effective Passenger Miles 282.4 547.5 547.5
(mill ions!
Cost per Effective 0.48 0.69 0.62

Passenger Mile ($)

*Adjusted to reflect residual value at end of planning period.
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Henry Bay

James West-W1L 11am West-

East Road  East Road- High-Speed
Sullivan  to Katzehin Shuttle Ferry
L6 L7 L8 L9
26.6 24.5 16.6 36.5
123.4 99.6 54.9 120.5
5.6 3.6 %5 3.4
5.0 5.0 . 6.6
(70.1) (57.8) (33.8) (69.6)
90.5 74.9 44.7 97.4
90.5 14.9 44.7 97.4
43.2 136.5 176.7 1.5
8.1 12.7 15.8 5.3
(0.2) (0.4) (0.5) (0.1)
141.6 223.1 236.7 104.6
1.5 17.8 19.5 4.9
70.1 57.6 33.8 69.6
7.6 75.6 53.3 4.5
219.2 299.3 290.0 179.1
319.0 528.8 547.5 321.4
0.69 0.57 0.53 0.56



3-3

As noted earlier, however, tne continuation of existing service is expected
to handle only the growth in existing corridor traffic, generating a total
of 282.4 million effective passenger-miles of travel over the 20-year
planning period. (Effective passenger-miles are calculated by multiplying
the number of passengers on each link by the travel miles over the most
direct route rather than over the actual vroute between two points.  This
eliminates the distortions which might arise in cases where a more circuit-
ous route would appear to generate a greater number of passenyer-miles of

service.)

Lynn option 9, the high-speed ferry service, vrepresents the next most
attractive option from the viewpoint of State finances, followed, at some
distance, by Lynn 6 (shuttle to Sullivan Island) and Lynn 5 (shuttle to
William Henry Bay). All three provide roughly the same effective passenger-
miles of service. The fourth of these “'medium-traffic’® options, Lynn 4
(shuttle to St. James Bay), is considerably 1less attractive financially,
chiefly due to the high cost of the road link between Haines and Skagway.

Turning to the four “high-traffic' east road options, all are more costly
than the "medium-traffic' alternatives. Lynn 7 (road to Katzehin River,
shuttle to Haines and Skagway) represents the least costly of these options
from the viewpoint of State costs, followed closely by Lynn 8 (road to
Skagway, shuttle from Katzehin River to Haines). Lynn options 2 and 3 (the
all-road options) are the most costly from the State's perspective.

Table 3.1 also provides figures for the total combined cost (to users and
State) and total ~combined cost per passenyer-mile associated with each
corridor option. Again from a financial perspective, the existing system
appears to be the most attractive option, followed by the east road-shuttle
to Haines (L8), the high-speed ferry (L9) and the east road-shuttle to
Haines and Skagway (L7) options.



3.2 - Evaluation of Service/Cost
Effectiveness

As noted earlier and explained in detail in Appendix A, the figures for cost
per passenger mile do not represent a complete basis for comparison of the
alternatives. First of all, by treating all passenger-miles on an

equivalent basis, they fail to reflect the different types of demand being
served, and hence the different values which users assign to the trips
involved. Secondly, by considering only the financial aspects of the
options, the cost figures do not reflect the different service character
istics of the corridor alternatives in terms of service frequency,
flexibility and travel time.

In order to overcome these difficulties, a more comprehensive supplementary
basis was developed for evaluating transportation alternatives which
attempted to measure the net benefits to users in terms of cost and service
and compare these benefits with the additional cost to the State associated
with providing the new transportation service. This assessment of service-
cost effectiveness for the Lynn Corridor options is described in the
following sections.

3.2.1 - User Costs

The first component of wuser impacts was the potential benefit associated
with lower user costs. The cost™ incurred by users of the Lynn systems were
computed, for each option, by dividing the discounted wuser costs by the
effective passenger-miles of service provided. Each option was then
compared with the base case (option LI) to determine the user saving per

mile of travel.

Savings accruing to ‘"base" wusers (i.e., those who would use the system under
all options) were calculated by multiplying the saving per passenger-mil ¢ by
the number of passenger miles of service provided under the base case, Lynn
option 1.  Savings to incranental wusers (i.e., those induced to wuse the
system as a result of the improved service and/or cost) were calculated by



multiplying the difference between total passenger-miles and ‘base’ pas-
senger iniles by one-half the cost saving associated with the alternative.

The resultant discounted cost savings associated with each alternative (per
passenger mile and in total) are shown in Table 3.2. As would be expected,
the highest total savings arise under those options which minimize ferry
travel, both because of lower per-mile costs and higher traffic volumes.

Table 3.3, however, compares user cost savings with the increase in costs
incurred by the State. This alters the perspective somewhatwithlLynn
option 8 (road to Skagway, shuttle to Haines) clearly offering the highest
user savings per dollar of government expenditure, followed respectively by
options 3 (road/bridge), 2 (road/road) and 7 (road to Katzehin).

3.2.2 - User Time Benefits

Table 3.3 also indicates that, on a user cost savings basis alone, none of
the Lynn options generates benefits equal to the additional costs incurred
by government. However, the various corridor options do give rise to other
user benefits, the most apparent and readily quantifiable of these being the
time savings associated with improved speed and service frequency.

Table 3.4 shows the total estimated travel time over the three Lynn links
under each option and the travel time savings relative to the base case
(existing service). Travel times include road time (at 40 mph average
spead), ferry port and sailing times, and delays associated with the
interval between ferry arrivals. Option 9, the high-speed ferry, shows two
travel times, one for a 2-vessel service and one for a 3-vessel service with
the difference reflecting the higher service frequency in a 3-vesse
operation.

Since it is difficult to establish a defensible value of time, particularly
for a market as diverse as that using the Lynn Corridor, an ‘"imputed value’
approach was wused to assess time benefits associated with the corridor
alternatives. Under this approach, the total travel time savings were
calculated in terms of hours for each option. Next, the difference between



TABLE 3.2

LYNN CORRIDOR OPTIONS -

COMPARISON OF USER COST SAVINGS

Option

L

L2
L3
L4
L5

L6
L7
L8
L9

Description

Existing System
East Road/Bridge
East Road/Road
West-St. James Bay
West-Wiliiam Henry
Bay
West-Sullivan
East to Katzehin
East Road/Shuttle
High Speed Ferry

Discounted Cost
per Pax-Mile

®

0..242
0.073
0.084
0.164
0.212

0.243
0.143
0.097
0.232

As ompared with existing system (option LI).

Savings per
Pax-Miles*

)}

0.169
0.158
0.078
0.030
(0.001) o
0.U99
0.145
0.010

Total User
Savings
($ mil Lion)

70.1
65.6
23.4

9.0

(0.3)"

40.2

6U.2
3.0



TABLE 3.3

LYNN CORRIDOR OPTIONS - COMPARISON OF
USER SAVINGS VERSUS COST TO THE STATE

Total Cost Increase Over User Cost Doll
Option Description to State Base Case Savings Expe
($ millions) ($ millions) (S mil lions) (3)

LI Existing System 68.7

L2 East Road/Bridge 337.7 269.0 70.1 261
L3 East Road/Road 291.2 222.5 65.6 295
L4 West-St. James Bay 222.5 153.8 23.4 152
L5 West-William Henry 172.4 103.7 9.0 .087

Bay

L6 West-Sullivan 141.6 72.9 (0.3)

L7 East to Katzehin 223.7 155.0 40.2 .259
L8 East Road/Shuttle  236.7 168.0 60.2 .358

L9 High Speed Ferry 104.6 35.9 3.0 .084



TABLE 3.4

LYNN CORRIDOR OPTIONS -
TRAVEL TIME AND TIME SAVINGS

(Hours per Trip)

Juneau/Haines Juneau/Skagway Haines/Skaywa.y
Travel Travel Travel
Option Description Time Saving Time Saving Time Saving
LI Existing System 11.00 - 12.50 7.5
L2 East Road/Bridge 2.50 8.50 2.75 9.75 0.6 6.9
L3 East Road/Road 3.75 7.25 2.75 9.75 1.0 6.5
L4 West-St. James Bay 5.10 5.90 6.10 6.40 1.0 6.5
L5 West-William Henry 4.50 6.50 6.75 5.75 2.3 5.2
Bay
L6 West-Sullivan 5.90 5.10 8.10 4.40 2.3 5.2
L7 East to Katzehin 3.80 7.20 6.10 6.40 2.3 5.2
L8 East Road/Shuttle 3.80 7.20 2.75 9.75 1.9 5.6
L9-2 High Speed Ferry-2 4.40 6.60 5.30 7.20 2.4 5.1
L9-3 High Speed Ferry-3 3.90 7.10 4.80 7.70 1.9 5.6



government costs and user cost savings was calculated to determine the value
which user time savings would have to have in order for combined user cost
and time savings to equal government <costs. This “required time value" was
then divided by the hours saved in order to determine the required hourly
value of time savings. As long as the actual value of time is assumed to
exceed this rate, total user benefits will exceed government costs. Thus,

the lower the required time value, the more likely it is that benefits will

exceed costs.

Table 3.5 shows the results of these calculations. Required time values
range from a low of $2.57 per hour under Lynn option 9 (high-speed ferry) to
a high of $13.31 per hour under option 4 (St. James Bay). Several of the
options require time values which appear reasonable relative to average
hourly incomes (1983 Alaska per capita income converts to an equivalent of
$8.50 to $10.00 per work hour). It should be noted, however, that many of
the expected trips are recreation-" 8lated and that time value under these

circumstances may be only a small proportion of hourly income.

In terms of comparative vranking, the analysis indicates that the options
most likely to yield benefits in excess of costs are Lynn 9 (the high speed
ferry) and Lynn 8 (east road to Skagway, shuttle to Haines). Both show
imputed time values which are reasonable relative to incomes, although the

high-speed shuttle shows a significant advantage in this regard.

3.2.3 - Other Considerations

While the above analysis presents an assessment of the quantifiable impacts
associated with each corridor option, there are a number of other non-
quantifiable issues which should be considered in selecting among the

alternatives. Some of these are highlighted below.

Capacity is an issue which, while it has been taken into account in planning
and defining the corridor options, warrants some further comment. The
various system options have been costed on the basis of the minimum expendi—
ture required to meet forecast demand. In the case of the road options,

this results inevitably in considerable excess capacity since the minimum



TABLE 3.5

LYNN CORRIDOR OPTIONS

AND IMPUTED TIME VALUES

Option

L2
L3
L4
LS

L6
L7
L8
L9

Description

East Road/Bridge
East Road/Road
West-St. James Bay
West-Wiliiam Henry
Bay

West-Sullivan

East to Katzehin
East Road/Shuttle

High Speed Ferry

&)

Total
User Time
Savings

- TIME SAVINGS

iMh)

20.
18.

9.
10.

15.
18.
12.
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A ©® N~ O
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Increase
Government

Cost

(Smill ion)

269.
222.
153.
103.

72.
155.
168.

35.
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User Cost
Savings
(Smill ion)

70.
65.
23.
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Q)

Requi red

Time

Benefits

(-3
(Smillionj

198.
156.
130.

94.

73.
114.
107.

32.
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© o o0 N

®

Requi red
Val ue

of Time

(4M1)

(S

per hour)

.95
.53
.31
211

.71
.45
.92
.57



road 1is capable of carrying much higher traffic levels than those expected.
If traffic levels were to exceed projections, however, the road options
could accommodate this traffic without significant additional cost to the
State. In the shuttle and high-speed ferry options, however, State costs
would increase substantially if more capacity were required during the

planning period.

A second consideration is flexibility which, in this context, refers to the
ability of the transportation option to adapt to different traffic levels.
Here the advantage lies with the existing system and the high-speed snuttle
options since capacity can be tailored more closely to demand. If traffic
growth does notmeet expectations, vessels can be laid up, sold or diverted
to other routes. In addition, cost savings can be obtained by reducing
service in off-peak seasons. The road options represent a fixed link which
can not be adapted, to a significant degree, to changes in the locations or

level of demand.

Comfort and reliability are a third consideration. On this 1issue it 1is
difficult to choose among the options. Comfort is a subjective issue and,
while some would prefer driving themselves, others would prefer being
carried on the ferry. On the other hand, the road options enable the user
to stop en route and take advantage of intervening recreational
opportunities--a choice not available to ferry users. All options are
subject to delays due to inclement weather although the marine modes may

have a slight advantage in winter.

Environmental impact should also be a consideration in assessing the various
options. The road options are likely to create the most severe impacts in
this regard since they infringe on the seini-wi lderness nature of the Lynn's
banks. However, intensive ferry operations out of Echo Cove (either

high-speed or shuttle) will also impact on the existing environment there.

A final consideration which might be included in assessing the alternatives
is the socioeconomic impact associated with construction and operation of
the different options. This includes direct impacts such as employment,

labor income and tax revenues, and also indirect 1impacts associated with



purchases of goods and services, income multiplier effects, and induced
activity, if any, arising from the new transportation service. While a
complete assessment of these impacts would require a separate and detailed
analysis, it would be expected that higher levels of government expenditure
on local 1labor and supplies would generate higher positive impacts. In
consequence the road options, with their higher costs, are likely to rank
higher than the ferry options in terms of socioeconomic benefits. On the
other hand, there may be ways in which the government could spend the monies
saved in the lower cost options which would generate higher socioeconomic

returns than the road alternatives.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS



4 - SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

There are several options available for providing and improving transporta—
tion service in the Juneau Access Corridor.0f the alternatives examined,

continuation of the existing service is the least costly from a government

cost perspective.

The other corridor options, however, while more costly in financial terms,
offer significant benefits to users in terms of travel cost and/or travel

time savings.

The most attractive options appear to be option 9 (a high-speed ferry
operating between Echo Cove, Haines and Skagway) and option 8 (a road up the
east side of the Lynn to Skagway with a shuttle ferry operating between
Haines and the Katzehin River). Both of these options could potentially
generate benefits equal to their costs and both are superior to the other

alternatives in this regard.

A closer examination of the twopreferredoptions indicates some significant
differences 1in the source andallocation of impacts. For example, the
road-shuttle option shows only a small advantage over the high-speed ferry
in travel time between Juneauand Haines and between Haines and Skagway, but
a substantial saving on trips between Juneau and Skagway. The road-shuttle
option also serves a greater number of passengers and generates higher cost
savings to wusers both on a per-mile basis and in total. However, the
road-shuttle option involves a significantly higher government outlay (an
increase of $168 million over the base case versus an increase of only
$38 million for the high-speed shuttle). As a result, it appears less

attractive overall than the high-speed shuttle alternative.

The differences in the level and flow of benefits associated with these two
options, together with the overall benefit potential which each showed in
the analysis suggested that the limited corridor analysis was not a

sufficient basis on which to choose between these alternatives. Accordingly



it was recommended that options 8 and 9 should both be retained for more

detailed evaluation in the context of the total Southeast system.






Al - GENERAL

The general method used to assess corridor alternatives consisted of five

main steps

o Forecast expected travel demand in the corridor over the next 20 years;

o Define a range of possible methods of meeting this demand, and the equip—
ment and/or infrastructure necessary to serve the traffic under each

method;

o Determine the associated capital and operating costs and revenues;

o Calculate the financial impacts of each alternative from the viewpoint of

the operator, the government and the user;

o Calculate the service/cost effectiveness of each alternative and select

the preferred option(s).

Each of these steps 1is described in greater detail in the following

sections.

A2 - TRAVEL DEMAND

The forecasting of travel demand both within the Southeast Region as a whole

and within particular corridors of the Region involved first analyzing the



existing patterns of traffic for both surface (marine, road) and air inodes

and identifying the factors which would cause this traffic to grow and

change in the future.

Since the data regarding existing travel patterns was limited, this analysis
was kept at a relatively simple level. Three factors were identified as the
key issues impacting future travel demand. These were: regional population
growth, growth 1in tourism, and changes in transportation service. The first
two factors were deemed to cause general growth within the existing patterns
of travel demand (or growth in "base trafficl) while the third was deemed to

either increase or decrease the “base traffic" demand within particular

corri dors.

To forecast "base traffic" demand (i.e., demand in the absence of service
changes) existing travel was separated, on the basis of survey data, into
tourist and nontourist traffic. This separation was done on a seasonal
basis (ir. order to reflect the higher summer peaking in tourist travel) for
both marine highway and air services. Tourist and nontourist components of
existing traffic were then forecast, the former on the basis of expected
growth 1in tourism travel to Alaska and the [latter on the basis of expected

population growth in the Southeast Region.

The growth rates assumed for tourism travel and for regional population were
based on historic growth rates, tempered by concerns that with declining
revenues and potential declines in government spending, these growth rates
could not be maintained over the long-term. Consequently, tourism was
assumed to grow at 4.5% annually to 1990 and at 2.5% annually thereafter.
Regional population was assumed to grow at 2.8% per year to 1990, tapering

off to 1% thereafter.

Over and above these population and tourism based growth rates, there was a
special additional growth applied to air traffic, amounting to 1.4% per
year. This additional growth vreflected the Jlong-term increase in the
propensity of travelers to use the air mode--an increase which has generated
growth in air traffic above and beyond that which can be explained by

population and tourism growth alone.



The origin-destination patterns of this future “base traffic® demand were
assumed to follow the existing pattern of movements to, from and within the
region. Therefore a growth in marine highway tourist demand, for example,
would cause a corresponding percentage growth in traffic on all marine

highway tourist-serving routes.

Once this "base traffic® load had been calculated for the system and for the
various corridors, adjustments were made to corridor demand to reflect the
different service levels associated with corridor alternatives. These
adjustments included diversion of traffic to a different port, 1loss of
traffic, transfer between modes, and increases in traffic due to improved
access depending on the service scenario. The particular adjustments
associated with each corridor option are outlined in detail as part of the

description of alternatives (Section A3).

A3 - DEFINITION AND DESCRIPTION
OF CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES

Having established the potential traffic demand within a corridor, the
existing surface transportation service was reviewed and alternative road
and marine options proposed which would 1increase capacity and or reduce
operations costs. These alternative options were drawn from community
suggestions, proposals put forward by the Department of Transportation, and

new proposals put forward by the consultant.

An effort was made to develop a wide variety of corridor options in order to
provide a range of costs and impacts for comparison purposes. Doth capital
(new roads, new ferries) and operational (new schedules) options were
included when appropriate. In all cases the alternatives included a

base-case "no change® option against which new options could be assessed.

Once the corridor options had been .defined, a detailed operating and

investment schedule was laid out for each alternative specifying the traffic



to be served, the way in which it would be served, the timing of new road
and new vessel requirements, and the operating schedules and procedures
within the corridor. Traffic and operating procedures were both specified
on a seasonal basis.

A4

- DEVELOPMENT OF COST DATA

Capital Costs - Roads

Capital costs for new road Jlinks were based on the Department of
Transportation®s per-mile costs of construction over various types of
terrain. Routes were specified through detailed analysis of relief maps,
through discussion with DOT/PF engineers and, where possible, through
inspection of the area. Road links were then broken down 1into segments
based on the severity of terrain and degree of construction difficulty,

and the appropriate per-mile costs were applied.

Special structures such as bridges, tunnels, snowsheds, etc, were costed

independently and included in total cost where required.

Capital Costs - Marine

Capital costs for marine facilities and equipment included costs of new
terminal facilities, capital costs associated with the existing ships, and
capital costs associated with new shuttle ferries, mainline ferries and
high-speed craft. In the first two cases capital costs were based on
Marine Highway data regarding terminal construction costs and expected
replacement value of the existing fleet. In the case of new vessels,
typical current construction costs for the type of vessel required were

developed through discussions with shipyards, brokers, and manufacturers.



Operating Costs - Road

Operating costs for the road links included regular maintenance and winter

snow removal. They were based on the actual costs per mile incurred by

the DOT/PF.

Operating Costs - Marine

The operating costs for existing vessels and terminal facilities were
based on the actual experience of the Marine Highway. Vessel costs were
segregated into annual costs (major maintenance, overheads) seasonal costs

(crew, stores and supplies) and daily costs (primarily fuel).

Operating costs for new vessels were based on Marine Highway experience in
the case of mainline ferries, and on discussions with builders and other

operators in the case of shuttle ferries and high-speed craft.

User Costs

Costs to wusers fall 1into three main categories: fares on existing
ferries, fares on new ferries or new ferry routes, and vehicle operating

costs on road links.

Fares on the existing ferry system were based on the current summer and
winter rates for the Marine Highway. For new routes on existing vessels,

fares were assumed to be the same per-mile as on current routes.

For new types of equipment (shuttle ferries, high-speed craft) it was
initially assumed that fares would be set on the same basis as current
ferry charges; that 1is, that fares would have to cover at least half of
the total operating costs (excluding capital) of the new vessels.
However, Jlater analysis indicated that new vessels serving as a substitute
for existing vessels generated sufficient savings elsewhere in the systenm
that their fares could be maintained at existing fare levels and still

lead to an overall improvement 1in the system operating cost recovery.



Accordingly current fare levels were wused for traffic on these new

vessels.

Vehicle operating costs on road links were based on the variable portion
of average per-mile operating costs for mid-size automobiles. This was
felt to be a fair representation of the mix of vehicles likely to be using
the road. In actual fact, owners of vans and campers would pay more

while owners of small cars would pay less.

In cases where corridor options required vehicles to divert from one port
to another, vehicle operating costs were increased to include overnight

accommodation if the diversion involved more than 12 hours driving time.

A 5 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

The traffic, operating and cost data bases described above were then drawn
together into a year-by-year financial analysis of each corridor
alternative. Capital costs for roads, vessels and terminal facilities were
assigned to the years in which they would he incurred. Road operating costs
were based on miles of road in service, while marine operating costs were

derived from the proposed Marine Highway schedules under each option.

User costs for each year were determined by first calculating the number of
vehicles wusing the road links (either as a result of being diverted to
another port and/or as a result of a new road link being available), and
multiplying this number by the cost per vehicle over the relevant distance.
A revised ferry demand matrix was then calculated (taking into account
diverted and/or lost ferry traffic) and multiplied by the fares matrix to

determine total fares paid to the Marine Highway.

The annual financial flows were then discounted at an interest rate of 5% to
determine the net present value of capital, operating and user costs under

each scenario.



A6 - EVALUATION OF SERVICE/COST
EFFECTIVENESS

The financial evaluations provided an indication of the total costs to
operators and users associated with the various corridor alternatives. They
did not, however, reflect the differences among alternatives in terms of

ability to serve demand and the quality of service provided.

In order to account for these differences, each corridor alternative was
compared with the corridor “"base case" (which represented continuation of
existing service) with respect to the number of passengers and vehicles
served, the cost per user served, and the average travel time (including
delays related to frequency of service). Appropriate values were assigned
to the"service® differences oetween the alternatives and the base case to
represent the incremental benefit (cost) to the user. These user benefits
(or costs) were then compared with the incremental cost (or cost saving) to

the government to form a basis for evaluating service/cost effectiveness.

The approach to assigning values to “service"™ differences varied somewhat
between corridors due to the different focuses of the corridor alternatives.
In the Lynn corridor, for example, the focus was on improving service
through new modes and on generating traffic over and above existing demand.
Measures were therefore required for the value of time and cost savings to
existing and to new traffic. In the Ketchikan corridor, the focus was on
the existing ferry system and on trying to adjust schedules so as to meet a
higher portion of current demand 1in a cost-effective manner, and measures
were primarily required for the costs of not meeting traffic needs or of

meeting needs by diverting traffic to other ports.

In general, the following principles were wused in assigning values to

service differences.

0 Cost savings to existing traffic - include the full dollar value of

savi ng.



o Cost savings to new traffic - include half of the difference between the
fare (or travel cost) under the new option ~nd the fare applicable under
the base case (this presumes that traffic attracted as a result of less

expensive service assigns a lower value to the trip).

o Cost of failing to meeting demand - include the average surplus which the
user would have enjoyed 1if space had been available. Surplus was
calculated by postulating the shape of the demand curve for service and
calculating the average difference between the maximum which users, would
have been willing to pay for the trip arid the fares which would normally

have been charged. (This 1is discussed in greater detail 1in Appendix B.)

o Costs to diverted traffic - assume that users diverted to another port
attribute a cost to the diversion equivalent to any out-of-pocket savings
associated with using the new port. Thus users moved from one port to
another were assumed to incur neither benefits nor costs. This assumption
was necessary because the total trip cost from Seattle was lower via road
to Prince Rupert than via direct ferry, yet demand continues to be strong
out of Seattle. There 1is, therefore, some nonmonetary advantage to the
direct ferry trip which offsets cost savings associated with diverting to
Prince Rupert. This nonmonetary advantage could best be accounted for by
assuming that diverted passengers assigned equal cost to trips out of

either port.

o Time savings to existing traffic - include the full number of hours saved

in total travel time (sailing time, port time and delays related to

schedule frequency).

o Time savings to new traffic - include one half of the difference between

total travel time under the new option and total travel time under the

base case.

The user cost impacts (whether positive or negative) were calculated for
each corridor option relative to the corridor base case. Total savings (or
increases in user costs were then compared with the total additional cost

(or saving) to the government associated with the new service.



If an option showed both Jlower user costs and lower government costs than
the corridor base case, it was clearly preferable to both parties. If it
showed higher costs to both users and the state, it would not be attractive
to either party. If one group"s costs increased while the other group®s
cost declined, then the preferred options were deemed to be those which
yielded the highest user benefits (or lowest user costs) per dollar of

government expenditure (or government cost saving).

Where time savings were a major factor in the benefits, an imputed value of
time saved was calculated by comparing the number of hours saved with the
net cost of providing the saving. This provided a measure of the value
which must be assigned to time savings in order for project benefits to
equal costs. The options which required the Ilowest hourly values to be
assigned to time savings were chosen as the preferred options. (Additional

discussion of the calculation of time savings 1is provided 1in Appendix B.)
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APPENDIX B

EVALUATION OF USER IMPACTS -
CORRIDOR AND SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

131 - COSTS OF UNMET DEMAND

In analyzing both short-run and long-run system options we are faced with a
situation where the predicted level of demand for ferry service is not being

met to the same degree in the various cases.

To assess the impact of system options on users and potential users in terms
of the costs and/or benefits they incur under the various alternatives, it
was therefore necessary to find some means of assigning a value to these
differences in ability to meet demand. The method used was to derive an
economic measure of the costs incurred by users (where users are defined as
the total numbers requesting ferry service) as a result of changes in the
ferry systenm. To assess these impacts, users were divided into three
categories for the purpose of calculating costs: those served as requested,
those served by diversion to alternate ports, and those not served under the

particular option.

Those passengers who are served under all systems are indifferent between
the options. Because the fare structure remains constant, they incur
neither costs nor savings as a result of system changes and hence do not

figure in the analysis.

Those passengers who are served by diversion to another port (normally from
Seattle to Prince Rupert) are in a somewhat different category. If their
costs were higher out of Prince Rupert they would be said to incur a cost as
a result of the diversion--presumably a disbenefit of the system which
forced them to divert. In actual fact, however, it was Tfound that their

out-of-pocket costs were lower as a result of the diversion--that in fact



there appeared to be a benefit to the user associated with systems which
forced them to Prince Rupert for service. The difficulty with this
hypothesis, however, was that despite the difference in cost, Seattle demand
was consistently strong, and users were not making the seemingly logical
decision to travel via Prince Rupert 1in preference to Seattle. It was
therefore concluded that diversion to Prince Rupert involved some
nonmonetary disbenefit to users which more than offset the cost savings.

Thus, 1in the minds of users, it was "more costly” to travel via Rupert.

Unfortunately, to determine the extent to which diversion represents an
increased cost to users would require an analysis of the price elasticities
of demand for ferry services (i.e. how much dollar discrepancy would there
have to be between costs out of Seattle and costs out of Prince Rupert
before passengers would voluntarily shift to Rupert). In the absence of any
data regarding price/demand relationships, it was decided to take a conser—
vative approach and assume that the nonmonetary disbenefit of diversion
would merely offset the monetary advantages. As such, users would be
indifferent between Seattle and Prince Rupert departures and passengers

would 1incur neither benefits nor costs as a result of diversion.

This Jleft a third class of users to be dealt with 1in terms of wuser
costs- those passengers who, as a result of lack of capacity, could not be
served by the systenm. These passengers (and vehicles) may be presumed to
incur some cost associated with the loss of ferry service. The question 1is

what cost do they incur?

The generally accepted approaches to defining the <cost of capacity
shortfalls all relate to the concept of opportunity cost- what does the
potential wuser forego, in dollars and/or utility, as a result of not being
able to make the ferry trip? Obviously the answer to this lies in what the
user is forced to do as an alternative. If he is planning a vacation and
finds that he can substitute a trip to another destination which gives him
the same pleasure for an equivalent cash outlay, he incurs no cost as a
result of not getting on the ferry. Alternatively, 1if he chooses to go to
Alaska via some other routing or mode (assuming alternatives are available),

his cost is the sum of the additional dollars, time and nonmonetary costs he



incurs as a result of having to accept alternative transport. A third
possibility would be that the user would decide not to make the trip 1in

which case the cost he incurs 1is the loss of utility which he associated

with the ferry trip.

Determining which definition of opportunity cost is most applicable to the
unserved marine highway demand is a difficult task, and generalizations must
be applied. Our choice for this study was tocalculate opportunity cost
based on the third concept; 1i.e. that the trip would not bemadeand the
loss was therefore equivalent to the utility the user would have enjoyed had
he been able to get on the ferry. A major factor in selecting this concept,
particularly as opposed to the "cost of alternatives"” method, was the
absence of a clearly comparable alternative means of transport. The
alternatives available (cruise ship, air, vroad) differ from the marine
highway service in so many nonquantifiable aspects that an assessment of
cost differences would entail substantial subjective judgments which could

be difficult to establish and to defend.

The calculation of opportunity cost based on Jlost wutility required an
estimation of the value which potential users would assign to the trip. A
base approximation of this utility is the price they would have been willing
to pay--in this case the marine highway fare for passenger and vehicle
trips. Accordingly, the opportunity cost associated with unserved traffic
consists in part of the fares they would have paid had they been able to get
on the ferry. Offsetting this opportunity cost, however, 1is the fact that
the potential user can retain the monies he would otherwise have spent. (In

our analytical process the loss associated with unpaid fares is borne by the

marine highway.)

The fare level, however, represents only a part of the customer®s lost
utility. Assuming an elastic demand for ferry services (i.e. a sloping
demand curve) some of the traffic demand would have been willing to pay more
for the trip than the price set by the marine highway. In other words, they
would assign a utility to the trip which exceeds the fare they would have to

pay. This "surplus"™ utility is also lost when a potential user cannot be

served.



To calculate this surplus, it is necessary to know the shape of the demand
curve, or the relationship between the price of the service and the number
of users willing to purchase it. Since no data was available on this
subject, we adopted a conservative hypothesis that demand for marine highway
services would fall to zero at the point where the price was equal to the
cheapest cruise package over the same route. The average surplus per user

is, therefore, one half the difference between the cruise price and the

marine highway fare.

The 1lost surplus was calculated by multiplying average surplus by the number
of unserved passengers under each system option, to give the net opportunity
cost of unsatisified demand. (Annual figures were discounted to net present

value so that they could be compared with AMH costs on a consistent basis.)

The above calculations account for the surplus associated with foregone
passenger trips, but do not cover the surplus associated with vehicles which
cannot be accommodated in the system. In order to estimate this lost
vehicle-related surplus, it was assumed that the demand curve for vehicle
trips has the same slope as that of passenger trips--in other words, that a
proportionate increase in the price of each would lead to a proportionate
decrease in demand. This assumption was used to calculate the average
surplus associated with vehicle trips and hence the lost surplus as a result

of unmet vehicle demand.

In summary, user costs under the varioussystem alternatives were calculated
only for those potential users who could not beaccommodated by the system.
Users who were either served asrequested or served via diversion were

assumed to incur neither benefits nor disbenefits from a cost viewpoint.

The cost assigned to the unsatisfied demand was calculated on the basis of
net foregone utility which was in turn approximated by the total additional
surplus utility which would have been enjoyed had demand been met by the

systenm.



B2 - TRAVEL TIME DIFFERENCES

A second aspect of user impacts which had to be dealt with in the evaluation
of alternatives was the level of service provided. The major significant
differences among alternatives in terms of service quality related to travel

time and frequency of service out of various ports.

In order to measure these differences we developed a travel time model which
converted ferry schedules into a travel time matrix for all 0/D combinations
in the system. The model <calculated the sum of sailing time (based on a
weighted average speed for ships operating on the route), port time, and
waiting times. Waiting times were related to frequency of service over a

given link and transfer requirements

The frequency-related delay time was set at one-quarter of the average
interval between ship calls, while the delay associated with transferring
from one vessel to another was set at 12 hours (with the exception of the
Columbia shuttle where passengers transferring at Ketchikan were assumed to

be delayed an average of 36 hours due to shortage of capacity on vessels out

of Prince Rupert).

Because of differences in traffic levels, it was not possible to merely
compute the differences in total travel time among the system options. We
therefore segregated travel times for those routes where traffic levels
varied and calculated the average time per passenger on those routes and
within the balance of the system. Peak, shoulder and low travel times were

computed separately.

The average travel times under each alternative were compared with the base

case times to determine time saved or lost per passenger served as a result

of the new system.

To calculate total travel time impacts of a scenario, transferred passengers
were eliminated since they are presumed to be indifferent to the combined

time and cost effects of transferring. The remaining passengers carried



over the various routes were multiplied by the appropriate travel time
changes to give gross time impacts (provided these passengers constituted
part of the base demand for the system and did not represent induced
traffic), while the passengers whose demand was not met by the system were
multiplied by the change in travel time and the result deducted from gross
impacts. This latter adjustment reflected the impact of the changed service
level on the overall attractiveness of the voyage which the potential user

could not take.

Finally, where new passenger traffic was induced on a particular 1link
because of system changes (e.g. as in the long-run Lynn alternatives), the
total time savings accruing to the induced passengers were divided in half
on the principle that savings to marginal users represented a lower benefit

than those accruing to "base demand"™ users.

The annual streams of net time impacts were discounted to present value at a

5% rate in order that they would be comparable with discounted cost figures.
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AMHS Report to the Legislature: Bellingham Assessment

L Introdlction

This reportwas produced by the Alaska Marine Highway System (AMHS)
response o lagislative intent accompanying Chapter %, SLA 87 (CHSSHB75,
page P). The i1sste idntafied by the legislatie intet language, evaluation of
Bellingham, Washington as an altermative t Seattle, Washington forthe AMHS
southem terminus, has been examined and the results are presented in this
rgort.

Several gereral assumptions were made which uxerlie the analysis of dl
of the 1ssues addressed here. For the purpose of comparison and nthe
absence of an actual trafficstudy, kwas assumed that there would be no
change ntraffic keel, passenger or ehicle, resuktirg from relocation of the
AMHS southem terminus fram Seattle t Bellingham.  Coviausly, relocating the
terminus will have an effect, but the direction and magnitude of the effect could
not be accurately determined absent a thorough study, although we know of no
reason tretwould irdicate thet the overall impact would be large. Thus, for
purposes of a fair comparison, the "o change™ assumption was made.

Similarly, &was assumed trat no change would be made ntarifisor fares as
a result of any of the potantial actions inplicated nthe issues raisad by the
legislative intet. A faircomparison of Seattle versus Bellingham as the
System § southem terminus also requires trat terminal faaliies be assumed 1©
be equivalet n gality and cost for purposes of present comparison.  However,
both feallities have existing advantages and disadvantages and these have
been noted. While acknowledging a cooperative stance on the part ofF AMHS
labor bargaining wits, a conservative analysis requires that the labor
agreements presantly nforce be used as the basis for cost estimation and
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assessment of operational costraints. Arally, kwas assumed thet there sa
continuing publiic mandat? to provide service 1o Puget Sound. This firdl
assumption may warrart more scrutiny prior to any firal decision regarding
southem terminus location.

Icis inportant to bear nmind that the potential inpact of the decision as ©
the location of the AMHS  southem terminus gperations in relation t AMHS
operations oerall issmll. The annual expenditures for the Seattle faality
including lease payments and head tax average approximately $210,000 per
year. Using 1986 (when two vessels were mnoperation inthe summer) as an
example, Seattle embarkations represanted 6.26% of the System®s annual
passenger lcad and 7.07% of its\ehicle lced. The revenue and expense
contributions of the ships on this raute are larger than these percentages of
trafficwould idicate.  However, the revenue and expense data s not presently
kept na form that permits iosntrfication of specific revenue and expense
contributions of each port na route structure.

I Flel savings:

The lest few years have seen considerable wrstzbility nal and fiel prices
and markets. Historic ftel prices were evaluated nan attenpt to ascertain
whether there were any consistent price or stzoility advantages to flel delivered
In either Seattle or Bellinghan. Actual data thet has been collected to date
indicates that delivered flel price at Bellingham has been consistently higher
than at Seattle which tends to be a more corpetitive market, although the
ARCO representative from Bellingham claims just the goposite. ARCO has as
yet provided no actial historic price cata.

From 1983 through 1986 data available to AMHS shows trat fiel price

2
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ranged from $.0165 10 $.0225 higher at Bellingham averaging $.02 higer. I
1987 as prices continued to destabilize the range of diffference was even
greater, varying i"ran$.0L © $.0225 and averaging $.0149

Fuel costs were analyzed using actual 1987 operations and aurently
available ftel price quotes. Only one fel supplier (Texaoo) was available t©
provice price quotes far fuel nboth Seattle and Bellingham so those prices
were used ncalaulating fiel cost estimates. ARCO has promised a fiel price
quote inthe near future and flel cost calaulations will be reviewed when trat
quote s received.

AMHS vessels were scheduled for 74 tris to Seattle nFY 87, the MA/
Columbia for 22 tris, the MA/ Matanuska for 44 tripsand the M/V Malaspina for
8 trys. Using Bellingham as the AMHS southem terminus reduces the
steaming distance by 66 miles each way or 132 miles per round tripfor a total
annual mileage saving of 9,768 miles. The shorter distance traslates into an
average time saving of approximately eigt hours per round trip (Lsing the
scheduled speeds of the vessels- 17.3 kis for the Colurbia, and 16.5 kis for
the Malaspina and Matanuska) as shown inthe accompanying teble. Time
required for refleling in Seattle has no direct effect on time savings, since Kis
accomplished during the nomal layover tine.

Based on the vessels used nFY 87, treir scheduled speeds and fiel
consumption rates used for the AMHS firacial model (Columbia 413.5
cplsAr., Matanuska 241 gals/r, and Malaspina 213.4 cals ) thiswould
save approximately 167,900 gallons of ftel each year or 2.4% of annual 1987
system fuel consumption. Based on fiel prices dotained in October 1987 the
2,337,834 callons of fiel purchased nFY 87 in Seattle would cost
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$1,326,721 (@t the then quoted price of $.5675). Using Bellingham the
2,169,934 gallans of flel needed would cost $1,258,562 (@t the then quoted
price of $.38), fora savings of $68,159 or 1.6% of annual system fiel expense
for 1987.

MILEAGE AND TIME SAVINGS AT BELL INGHAM

ShipTrips Dist Saved Hrs Saved Hrs/Trip Fuel Saved

COL 22 2904 167.861 7.6 69410.6
MAT 44 5808 352 8.0 84832
MAL 8 1056 64 8.0 13657.6
Total 74 9768 583.861 7.9 167900

Flel savings to be realizad from using Bellingham, Washington as the
System®s southem terminus are \very stall in relation 1o the System S annual
ftel budget ($4,359,000 in 1987). A fector farmore influential than distance n
the System™s flel cost structure isthe price paid. A three cent decrease nthe
price of a gallon of fiel at Seattle eliminates any advantage infiel savings at
Bellingham (2,337,834 cals. X $.5375 = $1,256,585 at SEA \s. $1,258,562 at
BEL, a difference of $2113 nfawor of SEA). Conversely, an increase nprice of
two and one eigth cents at Bellingham negates any savings resultang from
terminating at Bellingham (2,169,934 cals. X $.6125 = $1,329,084 at BEL \s.
$1,326,721 at SEA for a difference of $2303 n favor of SEA).
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FUEL SAVINGS AT BELL INGHAM
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Ifthe time saved by terminating at Bellingham (gpproximately eigit hours) s
used to Increase service there isno el saving, since vessels will be ruming
addrtioral trps using the time savings.  Thus, fFBellingham isused as the
System § southem terminus any large savings inftel cost will have to be
realizad from a sigwficantly loner delivered price for fiel at Bellingham which,
historically, has not occurred.

lll. Labor savings:
No sighrficant labor cost savings have been idatafied fram using Bellingham
as the Systen"s southem terminus under present labor agreements. Labor
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costs for shoreside operations would not change under the assumption that
traffic leels remain costait. Only a major change inthe presant vessel laoor
contracts would provide an gpportunirty for realizataion of labor cost savings
resukting from the time saving to be had by terminating routes at Eiellingam.

During the years that the exaisting AMHS  labor agreements have evolved
AMHS has operated on a 7 day ocle. Because thiswas gererally taken as a
given as new contract provisions were witten, there are many clauses of the
contracts which make extremely expensive to depart fron the 7 day ocle.

The existing contracts are based on 26 payperiods of 14 days (168 hours) n
each year. AMHS crews inthe Southeast System work seven 12 hour days
each payperiod (84 hours), and are then off duty for the remaining 7 days n
each payperiad. There are two crews foreach vessel (en ‘A" crew and a B
crew) aonsisting of two hifts each (one Sifton duty and the other dffduty), the
ships being manned and operable on a twerty-four hour kesis.

There are four clauses of the contracts thet come  Into effectwhen crews are
scheduled farmore or less than 7 days. They are presented here only to assist
N understanding the AMHS cost structure used for comparison of Seattle and
Bellingham as southem terminus locations and the effects of variance from the
presant seven day route ocle. These contract provisions do not affect
operating costs under the existirg schedule (based on a seven day route ocle)
as much as they affect costs under shorter or longer raute gcles. The Inlad
Boatmen®s Union (IBJ) has acknowledged thet these provisions would have t
be renogiated ifthe time savings using Bellihgham were 1o be used to best
advantage.

1. The laoor cottracts guarantee most employees 84 hours of pay each
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payperiod. This provision is referred o as Mfinimum guarantee™ pay.
2. Overtime: For crewmembers working more than 84 hours neach
payperiod the time above 84 hours ispaid at 1.5 times the hourly rate.
3. Late Arnal: fa vessel s e namivirg fora crew change (1., more
than one hour lHE), the crew ispaid “Kte arnal pay. The crewmembers th
watch” {ectally working) are paid 1.5 times treir reqular pay.  “OFfwatch’”
crewmembers (ot actuelly working, but on the ship) are paid at treir regular
rate of pay, as ifthey were working, over and above treir minimum guarartee.
In addition, the other crew isbeing paid minimum guarantee (regular tine), so
the actual labor cost of gperating the vessel isvell inexcess of the normal labor
ast
4. Early Callbadk: Ifa crewmember isassigned to begin work less than 7.0
days fram the end of his/her previous assigment, he/she ispaid "early
callback” pay (L.5 times the reqular raie), with a minimum of 12 hours of pay.
This goplies to both the “Oh watch™ and the difwattch™ crew members and N
addrtion to minimum guarantee pay.
ks inportant to note tret these cotract provisians often interact or
compound raising laoor costs sigrficantly. Take, forexample, the M/V
Columbia operating on a regular 6.2 day route tire.  Inany given payperiod
one crew (say the "A" crew) will work 7.8 days while the "B’ crew works 6.2
days. The A" crew vill be paid for late arival, since itis0.8 days over its
normal 7 day work week. The "B" crew will be paid early callbadk since ithad
only 6.2 days dif. Inaddrtaon, the time over 7.0days (0.8days) forthe "A" crew
will be paid at overtime (1.5 times the haurly rate). The “B" crew will also be
paid at the early callback rate for0.8 days (Mth a minimum of 12 hours at this
rae), since there was only 6.2 days between trys. Inaddrion, the 'B'crew 5
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paid minimum guarantee for0.8 days, since kisscheduled for only 6.2 days.
As the route time moves further fram the seven day ocle, labor costs escalate
sighrhicatly as illustraisd inthe accompanying dart.

ADDED ANNUAL LABOR COSTAS A
FUNCTION OF ROUTE CYCLE

ESTIMATED OPERATING COST DIFFERENTIAL
USING M/V COLUMBIA

COST

$000

6.2 64 66 68 7 72 74 76 738
ROUTE DAYS

On an annual basis these added costs would become sigificant. Assuming
the previous exanple, ifthe time savings advantage of Bellingham 1sused ©
provide a sligt increase nservice (two addrtioal trs nsummer and to
winter fora total of four anually) the shorter raute gyclle out of Bellingham is
estimated to cost an addrtional $2,244,500 over existing service o Seattle (or o
Bellingham), not attenpting to use the time saving.

Although the various labor agreement clauses were not adopted ©
irstituticaliz the seven day route gcle, the effect has been to make deviation
fram such a ¢ycle extrenely expensive. hile the labor agreements provide far
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re-nepotiation of these 1ssues at tre time that they anise, absent such a re—
negotiation of this structure, labor savings to be had invessel operations with
routes terminating at Bellingham are very siall.  Infact, ksvery difficitto
realize any service improvements (except longer Southeast Alaska port
layovers discussed HiE) available from the time saved by terminating at
Bellingham without triggering significant increases nvessel operating expense
inherent inthis labor structure. Thus, the structure of the currett AMHS labor
agreements do not add to the desirability of Bellingham as a port of cll. The
time saved on each trip by terminating at Bellingham would present the
gpportunirty of reducing the nk of late amnvals far crew changes and would, thus
save a srell amount service leels and route gycles remain as they presently
edst.

V. Lease savings & relatie qality of passenger fealities offered by
Bellingham \s. Seattde:

As of the date of this report lease costs fara terminal fealiity at Bel lingham
are unknown. The Port of Bellingham has allocated $2,000,000 for site
Improvements to accommodate AMHS use of risfadlity. As presently
understood the Port does not intend to recover this investment directly from
AMHS, although itmust be assumed that a retum on Investment s expected n
some manner, perhaps through a head tax or some ather form of user fee. The
lease with the Port of Seattle for the present fdillity expires in 1989, and costs
fora reneval of the lease are also presently unknown.  As mentioned
previcusly n section L the annual expenditures for the Seattle faality, including
lease payments and head tax, average approximately $210,000 per year. At
one time there were plans by the Port of Seattle for improvements to the Pier 48

9
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area, but none have been presented recaitly. The Port of Seattle has
expressed a willingness to work with the State and s aurently making some
structural improvements 1o the existirg fadlity. (For details of the earlier Port of
Seattle proposal see Development Fessibility of Pier 48 . Axril 1985, prepared
for the Port of Seattde by Leland & Hobson, Urban Land Economics.)

Each of the ports presantly under consideration has certain advantages and
disadvantages. Pier 48 at the Port of Seattle isa presantly fuctioral faality
providing inmediate access to downtown Seattle and to the rest of the greater
Seattle area via public trangoortation. Although by no means optimum, dl
operational requirements are in place at Seattle including mooring and transfer
structures, staging area, passenger tideting and waiting fealities, longshoring
arrangements, fleling arrangements, crew licasing requirements, coast guard
requlatory requirements, efc. Pier48 has itsdisadvantages as vell. There are
structural prablers, some ofwhich are nthe process of being corrected by the
Port of Seattle. The faality as a whole saging and becoming incressingly
ciffiait to maintain nan attractive manner consistant with the expectations of
the traeling pblic, the warting area in particular is only marginally acceptable.
The location of the fadlity isa disadvantage as vell as an advantage mat ks
n a trafficcongested area of downtown Seattle trat  takes tdifhicdt forthe
traeler to fid and get to the fadlity. The present location also prevents
expansion of the parking and staging area to accommodate future traffic growth.
There 1sno dockside fleling caebility, requining thet the vessel be moved t©
the ftel dock for fleling and then back 1o Pier 48 priorto departure, a more
expensive process than Ffteling were aaillable at dodksice.

Bellingham offers the advantage of slightly less trip distance from Alaskan

10
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ports than Seattle, potentially reducing trael time for AMHS users, offerig the
potetaal of flel savings due to the shorter distance and/or sloner vessel
speeds and scheduling fledility. IFAMHS labor contracts were changed 1
elimirate or sighrficantly reduce the cost impacts of variances from the seven
day route ocle, some additional service could be realized by the shorter
ruming time to Bellingham.

Even ifthe time savings at Bellinghan cannot be used 1o provide additicel
service due o increased labor aost, the time saved can be goplied to minimize
the nskof late amnal or to Increase port time nAlaskan ports to the economic
berefrt of Alaskan comunities. Dockside fleling is permissible at the existing
Bellingham faality. Absent feality improvements, seecific arrangements would
have to be worked aut, and isunderstood tret ftel celivery would be by
common camier (ruk). Based on dotaineble information from one syplier, this
celivery method coulld increase the cost of fuel by as much as $.03 per gallon
over the standard delivered price due to the increased cost of compliance with
enviromental regulations.

Disadvantages also exist at Bellingham but are not prchibitne. Sorter
trael time will reult in loner stewards revenues as those revenues are tied
directly to the length of time that passengers spend on board the vessel. There
are presatly no termirel fealities available at Bel lingham and it is not clear thet
the docking faaliity at the Port of Bellingham adequately meets operatioral
requirements forvehicle and passenger trasfer. There are use arflids at the
existing Bellingham fedllity which would also have to be resolved. Priarity of
use of the dock face among the various Port users (AMHS and commercial)
would have to be resohved. Smilarly, the dockside, presantly used for cargo
staging would have 1o be scheduled nsuch away as to accommodate AMHS

1
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vehicle parking and staging. Warehousing space i Bellingham would have t©
be acquired at an as yet undetermined ast. Al gperational requirements
would have to be established at Bellingham including mooring and trasfer
structures, staging area, passenger tideting and warting faalities, longshoring
arrangements, fueling arrangement”®, crew licasing requirements, coast guard
requlatory requirements, etc.

Analysis of this issie shows thet the most relicble way to evaluate potantial
lease costs at erther Bellingham or Seattle, ar, for thet metter, at any other
potential southem terminus part, 51O INvte proposals from dl qalified parties
for the provision of southem terminus fadlites. I the altermetive, another
approach would be to enter into detailed negotiations with the ports which have
presently expressed an interest (Seattde and Bellingnam). To erther end, an
nitel draft staterent of the besic requirenents for a southem terminus faality
forAMHS has been prepared and isattached as Appendix A.

V. Other Issles:

A number of 1ssues with aost Impacts have been idatafied, but have not yet
been resolhved. Time required 1o fiel ships at Bellingham isunknown, as are
any other incicental fieling costs (12, moving the ship for fleling, special fiel
handling equipment or modifications to the vessels, personnel procedures or
training requirements, ec.). Longshoring costs at Bel lingham are unknown, but
brief discussions with 1LWU represatatives indicate thet such costs would be
carpetitive with Seattle.  Pillotage costs would be incurred in the first year until
pilotage endorsements could be dotained by AMHS licensed crews. A U.S.
Coar idcertaficate of adequacy would have to be dotained before the
fali jposed for use at Bellingham could be used. Head tax assessments at
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Bellingham are unknown as are such taxes at Seattle under a renewed lesse.
While such taxes are not a net cost D AMHS  (beiing passed on 1o users through
the fare structure) they could potentially influence fares 1o a degree tratwould
adversely affect traffic.

Impacts to commercial users are unknown as well, although it
Indications are that there would be at lesst a temporary adverse impact to such
users fram having to move goods, trailars, cotairers, efc. from cattral supply
points in Seattle to Bellingham. These users will incur acditional costs and time
which may adversely affect proouct and service gality as well as add ©
Southeast Alaska consumer assts.

Gererally speaking, Bellingham isnot an end destiration for the great
mejorrty of users of the AMHS Puget Sound service, whereas Seattle sthe end
destiration formany such users. Thus terminating at Bel lingham woulld result n
a need to continue a trp by some other mode foralmost AlAMHS traelers.
One of the primary origins or destinations far AMHS users, Seattle-Tacoma
Intermaticrel Aiort, isan additioal ninety-six road miles from Bellingham or
approximately two hours driving time (and longer during rush hours), with other
Seattle area destirations being somewhat less.

AMHS passenger loads disembarking at Seattle average approximately 500
passengers and 90 vehicles with a peak of approximately 750 passengers and
140 wehicles. Of these passengers approximately 30% t 35% of the average
load swithout a \ehicle and approximately 40% to 50% of peak loads are
without vehicles. This traslates into a demand on the public transoortation
system of 150 t 175 passengers on average and a peak of 300 to 375
passengers disembarking fram the ferry and seeking transportation into or cut

13
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of Bellingham. Public trangportation into and out of Bellingham and the
Whatcom County area consists of air and bus service. Greyhound bus service
provides e southbound and six northbound tris per day. Alr service B
provided from Bellingham airport © Seattle, Vancouver, Portland, and the San
Juan Islaxs. PSA provides three jet fligits to Seattle dhily (except Sunday),
Horizon Air provides nine conmuter flights to Seattle caily, and San Juan
provides nine Seattle commuter flidts caily on weekdays and fine fligits a day
on weekends. Thus there are twenty one flidts per day to Seattle on
weekdays. San Juan also provides fne fligits per weekday to Vancouver, two
fligs o Portland and one fligt per weekday to the San Juan Islads. Both
Bellingham airport and the Greyhound bus termiral are served by the Whatcom
Transportation Authority, the agency which would also serve the proposed farry
termiral.

I is not expected that relocation t© Bell lingham woulld have much impact on
tanst vehicle traffic, erther north or southbound, since these traelers have te
means (treirvehicles) to reach erther Bellingham or Seattle or to continue their
Joumey upon arinal at ertrer port.  Likewise, tour groups traeling by bus would
not likely be seriosly affectad.  Operating from Bellingham would improve
access to Canadian walk on traffic, being much closer to Bratish Columbia fenry
terminals.

A significat adverse impact may occur 1o tounist and Alaskan traelers
without \ehicles. For these traelers, the Seattle location ismore conveniently
accessed by public trangoortation (notwirthstanding air, bus and rail access to
Bel lingham which must be odbtained by making a change of some sort in Seattle
nany eat). Jecifically for this group of Alaskan traelers, the present
Seattle location makes awide range of big arty goods and services inmediately

14
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acoessible upon arnal. Relocation o Bellingham would force this group of
traelers o atterpt to dplicate those goods and services n Bellingham, ©
change modes and continue their trip to access those goods and services n
Seattle potentaally requiring additional expense and Inconvenience, or sinply
choose direct airtrael 1o Seattle forthe same purpose.  This group of traelers
sa small percentage of overall traffic, especially msummer, buta larger portion
nwinter and salso the group most dependent on AMHS service. However, i
should be remembered that the mission of the AMHS s efficiently delivered
basic trangportation and not necessarily the most convenient trangportation as
seen from the perspective of any individal user graup.

Taking dll of these factors into consideration and recognizing thet a market
assessment has not been performed, therewould very likely be hittkor no
owerall negative impact on passenger or \ehicle traffic resuktarg from the
relocation of the southem terminus operations from Seattle © Bellingnam.  This
conclusion should be confirmed by a more detailed investigation of the Impacts
tAMHS trafiicthat would be incurred by relocation.

Even with 1ts attendant access diffiaties, the present location at Pier 48 in
Seattle sa known quantity, and a certain “'good willl* (n the business sense)
has been fstablished at and because of that location.  Relocating walll abandon
that “'good will* and trigger expenses for iits reestablishment at the new location.
On the positave side of this i1sste Bel lingham has expanded its port operations
N recent years through an aggressive and continuing marketing effort and
there isa good potettal for AMHS o berefrt from this effart, somewhat
offsetting the cost involved in resstablishiing itsdf inthe new location.

An gperational impact thet is raal but as yet uuentificble, 1sthe impact on
supply gperations ifthe southem terminus s located at Bellingham.  Supplies
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presently delivered to the terminal at Seattle for use throughout the System
would have 1o be delivered at Bellingham.  kis not certain at this time whether
such a change ncelivery point would have an oerall positive or negative
Impact on  price or timeliness of delivery of necessary parts, tools and syplies.
Relocation expenses would be incurred (which are presently not known) for
moving the funiture, equipment and supplies presently used or stored at the
fadlity n Sattle.  Seattle personnel will ertrer have a lug caily commute or
will have 1o relocate 1o continue their employment.  For those who choose to do
rerther, treirwill be a hidden cost tt AMHS  of acouiring and training
replacements as vell as the cost to the employees of replacing thelr jas.

V1. Conclusion:

Based on this analysis, Bellinghan isfound t be an acoeptable altermative
location for AMHS  southem terminus operations pending resolution of
previously noted unresolved issues and diartfication of the cost and quality of
teminal fadlites. Likemse, Seattle isand will remain an acceptable location
fortne AMHS southem terminus.  Other altermative locations might also be
workable, but have not been analyzed as part of this review.

Using Bellingham as the AMHS southem terminus could provide a srall
fuel oost saving Fno addrticnal service were attenpted using the available time
savings but such savings are very srall in relation o tho overall AMHS
operational ast.. Bellingham also offers some additional scheduling fledality.
Seattle offers the convenience of praximity o aty goods and services and an
established location, but the detractians of the aging structure and traffic
congestion force a reexamination of the location and a look at other useable

16
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locatios.

ks sufficient to say thet Seattle and Bel lingham both quelify as locatios for
AMHS southem terminus operations, though they both carry deficiencies that
must be remedied before any long-term commitment smade in erther location.

Invitatias for proposals from dl gelified locations for the provision of southem
terminus fadlities s0ne relidble way of resolving these 1ssles.  Another way
would be 1o enter into cetailed negotiations with the ports which have presatly
expressed an interest (Sattle and Bellinghanm).

User desires, especially the desires of the users of the Puget Sound service,
will be solicited and considered, though the firal decision willl not be made on
the besis of this factor alane. One of the frst tasks for the newly appoirnted
AMHS Advisory Council will be 1o ascertain and communicate © DOT&PF
management the needs and desires of the users of the Seattle sarvice.

The folloving are the key factors which will weigh heavilly in the decision as
towhich portwill best serve AMHS needs: () the qality of fedilities to be
provided as vell as the cost of those faalities, direct and irdirect: (@)
preferences of the users of the service as eliarted by the AMHS Advisory
Council and through other means; and (@) reasonable resolution of the issues
relating 1o the needs of commercial users and walk-on passengers. The issle
of AMHS southem terminus location, while not the most sighrficant issLe fecing
the AMHS this session deserves serious consiceration by dl. The Department
will proceed with the olicitation of proposals or negotiations on a schedule
which will accommodate public review of the results of the proposal or
negotiaation process and render a choice as o which portwilll be used by late
summer or early €l of 1988.

17



BASIC TERMINAL REQUIREMENTS

Basin
Water Depth - -25 to -30 MLLW
Width - 250" Min
Length - 500 Min
Berth
Berth and Approach - Oriented such that last \ mile of approach
and longitudinal axis of vessel 1in berth 1is
nearly parallel to major wind and waves.
Moorings
Berthing Energy - Selected in accordance with rational design
criteria and modified appropriately for
exposure, etc.
Mooring Line Loads - 50 kips min.
Line Handler Access - Continuous throughout tie up points.

Transfer Structures

A) Layout to accommodate stern load.

B) All tidal flexibility with max. grade at ELW not to exceed
15% and max grade at EHW not to exceed 4%.

C) Capacity - AASHTO HS-20 with 1impact.

D) 160" min roadway width.

E) Separated and covered passenger access to upper passenger
deck of vessel.

Electrical Power & Illlumination - Adequate power should be
provided to accommodate
existing and future loads.
Auxiliary power generation
should be provided to power
essential facilities 1in case
of utility outage.

Illumination of parking,
staging, and security areas
should be at a level consistent
with accepted standards for
facility type. Linehandler
accesses and mooring points
shall be well illuminated and
take into consideration
potential conflicts with
visibility of ships operators
during berthing and approach
maneuvers.
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Parking and Staging

A) Area sized to accommodate 100 passenger vehicles and
20 vans (i.e., 20" - 40%).

B) Vehicle staging area to have access control to
accommodate orderly staging and maneuvering of
embarking traffic, 1isolate staging operations
from transient traffic and provide necessary
staging security.

C) Staging lanes to be parallel and number required to
be determined by ports served.

Parking: A) Facility should provide:

1) 20 short term parking spaces.

2) 10 long term parking spaces.

3) mployee parking - Based on number of shoreside
employees and be totally separate from long or

i short term spaces provided.

4) Transient, bus and taxi, spaces should be
provided to accommodate percentage of foot
traffic anticipated and verified by real time
analysis.

Traffic Flow
Embarking Traffic: Separate entrance with adequate traffic lanes

Disembarking Traffic:

Passenger Termin

Architecture and
Landscaping

Baggage Handling
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- W$'

APPENDIX A

to
embarking,
etc.).

respective terminal
transient,

divert traffic

(e-g-.,
long ternm,

to
operations
short term,

Separate exit lanes that do not conflict
with embarking vehicle traffic and allows
easy access to major transportation
networks. Foot passenger access should
be provided to a separate area that
provides adequate ground transportation
and information.

al and Ticketing

incorporating major elements of
culture and development, so as

a well rounded first impression,

its history and 1its people.

Alaskana,
statewide
to provide
of Alaska,

accommodate
baggage

included to
of passenger
cart.

should be
unloading
ship baggage

- Provisions
loading and
the existing

via
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Ticketing

and

Waiting Area

Warehousing
Administration
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Areas required to accommodate passenger waiting
and ticketing should be proportioned in
accordance with accepted criteria and based on
a current operational analysis of anticipated
demand along with projections for future

demand . An information center should be
provided to answer questions regarding vessels,
ports of call and general system information.
Short term security storage should be provided.

Separate areas shall be provided to accommodate
the existing port administration functions, as
well as marshalling areas to accommodate
existing provisioning requirements and general
port storage volume.
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SOUTHEAST ALASKA TRANSPORTATION PLAN

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Since 1980, when the previous Transportation Plan for Southeast Alaska was
adopted, many changes have occurred in both the needs and opportunities for
transportation development within the Region. The Alaska Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities therefore undertook, early in 1985, to
prepare a formal update of the Transportation Plan in order to ensure that
the planned policies and directions Tfully reflected the existing and
anticipated needs and concerns with regard to vregional transportation

services.

Planning Process

The Department established a joint Technical Committee with representation
from the Southeast Region Planning Division and the Alaska Marine Highway
System, and engaged the consulting firm of Acres International Corporation

to assist in defining and evaluating alternative transportation schemes.

The Department also solicited ongoing community involvement in the planning
process through the distribution of newsletters and the insertion of
newspaper advertisements advising of the planning effort and requesting
comments and suggestions. Responses to these advertisements, as well as
community comments put forward during other recent workshop/hearings
processes, played a vital role in the formulation and assessment of

transportation alternatives.



Plan Development

An initial step in the planning effort was to carry out a careful review of
the goals which the revised Plan should strive to achieve. These were

ultimately defined as:

e meet resident demands for travel to and within the Region;

e facilitate development of the regional economy by providing supporting

transportation services;

« maintain Ffiscal responsibility through judicious allocation of public

funds.

Unfortunately, the goals are not mutually compatible and, within the present
economic environment, are not collectively achievable. One of the tasks in
developing the proposed plan was to suggest a compromise that would enable a
balance to be achieved between demands for services and the current and

likely future fiscal environment.

The sters taken in developing the revised Transportation Plan involved first
updating the projections for future transportation needs to, from and within
the Region; reviewing the existing transportation system; and reviewing
future prospects (technological and operational) for the provision of

transportation services.

A wide range of alternatives were then postulated for both air and surface
transportation services. Options were defined for both specified corridors
nd for the Region as a whole and were defined for both the short-term and
long-term planning horizons. These options were evaluated from a number of
viewpoints including cost to the State, cost to the user, capacity to meet

demand, service level, and service/cost effectiveness.

On the basis of these assessments, a proposed plan was formulated which

attempted to balance between the anticipated needs of the residents in terms



of transportation and economic development and the constraints imposed by

the need for fiscal responsibility.

This proposed plan was laid out 1in a Draft report and distributed to
communities throughout the Southeast Region. A series of community
workshops were conducted 1in 20 regional communities to present the plan,
respond to questions and obtain residents®™ opinions on the plan and its
components. Written comments from residents were also solicited. Community
response to the Draft Plan was carefully assessed and, where possible,
modifications were incorporated 1into the Final Plan in response to

residents” concerns.

Regional Transportation Plan

The final Regional Transportation Plan foresees an ongoing role for both air
and surface transport in the Region. In terms of aviation, the short-term
focus is on completing current airport runway extensions at Klawock, Kake
and Hoonah, on maintaining and improving existing airport facilities, on
upgrading existing seaplane floats and on improving air navigation and
safety through additions and improvements to navigation aids. In the
longer-term, the focus is on maintaining options for further development of
wheel ed-aircraft facilities up to and including commuter aircraft

standards.

In terms of marine transportation, the short-term focus 1is on 1improving
marine highway services and revenues by scheduling a second mainline vessel
to Seattle (where demand 1is strong) and providing initial high-speed ferry

services in the Ketchikan-Prinee of Wales-Clarence Straits region.

The longer-term plan focuses on additional use of high-speed ferries for
intra-regional travel, particularly in the Sitka-Juneau and Juneau-Skagway

corridors, thus providing improved access to residents and freeing up the
mainline vessels to offer additional service and capacity out of the
southern termini (Prince Rupert and Seattle). In addition, private opera—
tors would be encouraged to supplement peak season service out of Seattle by

providing vessels with vehicle capacity.
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In terms of vroad transportation, the short- and Jlong-term focus 1is on
maintaining and upgrading existing road links. While several new inter—
community links were evaluated, it was concluded that, wunder current
prospects for traffic growth, these links could be served in a more cost-
effective manner by the Marine Highway. It was recommended, however, that
the concept of a road up the east side of the Lynn Canal, connecting Juneau
with either Haines O Skagway or both, be periodically re-evaluated,

particularly once high-speed ferry service has been introduced.

Role of the Regional Plan

The Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan described in this document presents
the Department of Transportation and Public Facilities® goals, policies, and
general overall plan for maintaining and improving the State®"s regional air,
land and marine transportation services and facilities. The Regional Plan
recognizes the statewide aviation policies and standards established in the
Alaska Aviation System Plan. The Regional Plan evaluates and compares air,
land and marine alternatives to develop an integrated multi-modal
transportation plan, which provides general direction to specific modal
planning efforts such as airport master plans and the Alaska Marine Highway

System plan.

These plans, together with community plans, provide direction in
establishing regional transportation priorities and in developing the
Department®s 6-year Capital [Improvement Program, which 1itemizes specific
projects to be undertaken. Those projects which are scheduled in the first
1 or 2 years of a Capital Improvement Program are then submitted annually to

the Legislature for funding.
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1 - INTRODUCTION

1.1 - Background

In 1980, Southeast Alaska developed a long-range plan for the provision of
transportation services within the Region. The plan defined operating
concepts and facilities requirements and drew extensively on 1input from
residents and research dating from 1977. In the period of time that has
elapsed since this review, much has changed relative to the basic assump—

tions and concepts embodied in this plan.

The 1980 Plan, for example, saw increasingly scarce and expensive fuel
impacting significantly on transportation both in and to Southeast Alaska.
There were high expectations relative to resource development, growth in
visitor travel and the ability of Alaska to fund new equipment to meet the
u-;ds of both resident and tourist. In addition, the possibility of a move

the State capital gave an aura of uncertainty to perceived needs.

Since the implementation of the 1980 Plan, the move of the capital has been
shelved, resource development has been constrained by lack of demand in
VIO d markets, and oil 1is readily available and relatively cheap. The
change in fortune of the oil industry, while beneficial to the traveler, has
seriously eroded State revenues. Thus, Southeast Alaska is faced with
increasing demand for travel, but limited resources with which to meet that

demand.

While the original Transportation Plan was always envisaged as a flexible
planning tool that could, and would, be changed to adapt to different
circumstances, the extreme changes that have occurred necessitated a formal
update to review policies and direction and to determine the likely direc—

tion of transport within the region to the end of the century.

Accordingly, early in 1985 the Alaska Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities undertook to update the 1980 Regional Transportation Plan

in order to ensure that the planned development of transportation facilities



fully reflected the existing and anticipated needs and concerns within the
region. A joint Technical Committee was established, comprised of
representatives from the Southeast Region Planning Division and the Alaska
Marine Highway System, and given the mandate to update and modify, as
necessary, the 1980 Plan. In addition, the consulting firm of Acres
International Corporation was engaged to assist the Technical Committee in
defining and evaluating alternative transportation systems for the Region,

and in formulating and presenting the updated Transportation Plan.

1.2 - Role of the Regional Plan

The Regional Transportation Plan 1is intended to present the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities®™ goals, policies, and general overall
plan for maintaining and improving the State®"s regional air, land and marine
transportation services and facilities. The Southeast Region Plan
recognizes the statewide aviation policies and standards established in the

Alaska Aviation System Plan.

In general terms, the Regional Plan evaluates and compares air, land and
marine alternatives to develop an integrated multi-modal transportation
plan, which provides general direction to specific modal planning efforts
such as airport master plans and the Alaska Marine Highway System plan.
These plans, together with community plans, provide direction in
establishing regional transportation priorities and 1in developing the
Department®s 6-year Capital Improvement Program which 1itemizes specific
projects to be undertaken. Those projects which are scheduled in the first
1 or 2 years of a Capital Improvement Program are then submitted annually to

the Legislature for funding.



1.3 - Goals and Objectives

As part of the planning process, a careful review was carried out with
regard to the goals which the updated Transportation Plan should strive to

achieve. These were ultimately defined as:

e meet resident demands for transportation to and within the Region;

e facilitate development of the regional economy by providing supporting

transportation services;

$ maintain fiscal responsibility through judicious allocation of public

funds.

Unfortunately, within the present economic environment, these goals are not
collectively achievable, and one of the tasks of the proposed plan was to
suggest a compromise that would enable a balance to be achieved within the

current and likely future fiscal environment.

1.4 - Community Involvement

A key policy recommendation 1in the original Transportation Plan was to
provide the opportunity for effective public participation in transportation
decisions. In the past few years, the Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities, Southeast Region and the Division of Alaska Marine
Highway System have both maintained a program of community involvement in
the ongoing planning process. In 1982, anticipating an update of the
Regional Plan, the planning section held a series of community workshops to
solicit opinions and concerns on t'ne current transportation system. In
addition, community hearings were held in conjunction with the studies of

the 1984 Governor"s Task Force on the Marine Highway.

As part of the present plan update, the planning team carefully reviewed the
comments and issues which were raised at these community workshops and

hearings. In order to ascertain whether additional concerns had arisen



since that time, a newsletter was sentto all parties who had previously
expressed ongoing interest inthe transportation system. The newsletter
advised that the plan update was underway and requested that they inform the
consultants of their current concerns and suggestions with regard to
regional transportation. In addition, notices were inserted in all
community newspapers throughout the Region advising the public of the
planning effort and requesting their input. Many letters were received in
response to these requests and the comments carefully noted in developing

the plan revisions.

Once the Technical Committee and consultants had completed their
evaluations, a "Draft” updated Regional Transportation Plan was developed
and distributed to the communities 1in February 1986. The Department and
consultants then carried outa series of workshops in20 communities

throughout the Region during the latter half of April 1in order to present
the Draft Plan to residents, respond to any questions, and solicit community
reactions to the proposed Plan components. Subsequent to the workshops,
communities and individuals were given the opportunity to provide additional

comments 1in writing to the Department of Transportation up to the end of the

first week in May.

Community reactions obtained through the workshops and through written
replies were thoroughly reviewed and analyzed. In general, public response
to the Plan was favorable with 80% of the participating communities
according it an overall average rank of approval. Where negative comments
and alternative suggestions were raised, they were carefully assessed and,

insofar as possible, reflected in the final Regional Transportation Plan.



2 - PLANNING FRAMEWORK



2.1 - General

In the years since the previous Transportation Plan was developed, a number
of changes have occurred in the Southeast Alaska Region. Some of the
changes have been generated internally but many have been generated by

outside forces which have impacted on the needs and opportunities within the

area.

The 1intervening years have seen a marked decline, for example, 1in the
resource markets on which a substantial portion of the Alaskan economy is
based. Falling oil prices have placed downward pressure on government
revenues, while poor markets for forest products and minerals have led to
curtailment or deferral of projects which were originally planned for the
early 1980s. These factors have 1led to an 1increasing reliance on the
tourist market, which has remained strong 1in spite of generally poor

economic conditions.

Within the region, shifts in population and income have altered the demand
pattern for transportation services. In addition, system changes made as a
result of the 1980 Plan have provided added information vregarding the
interactions between demand and services and have highlighted new areas of

service shortfalls.

These factors have combined to create a new context in terms of transporta-
tion demand within the Region. At the same time, some significant changes
have occurred in the supply side of the equation as new transportation

technologies and new types of service have evolved as practical options.

As a result, there 1is a clear need to re-evaluate the transportation

planning framework 1in terms of:
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« expec:ed changes in the demand for service;

e the base or existing transportation system; and

e the technological changes which may be available for future integration

into the transportation network of the Region.

2.2 - Population and Tourism Growth

The key factors contributing to changing demand for transportation services
in Southeast Alaska are the growth in regional population and the growth in
tourist traffic into the area. In a survey carried out 1in 1983, almost 60%

of the air travelers and 40% of the Marine Highway users were Alaska

residents. In addition, on the Marine Highway, almost 50% of the travelers
(and over 70% of summer travelers) were tourists. These two markets,
resident and tourist, clearly account for the major portion of

transportation demand in the Region, and the future growth 1in these markets

will play a key role in defining the need for transportation services.

In the past, population growth in the Southeast Alaska region has generally
remained Tfairly stable and relatively strong. Since the late 1960s, the
population of the Region has grown at a Tfairly consistent rate of 2.5% to
3.0% per year, somewhat lower than the State average of 3.5% but without the

marked swings seen in statewide population trends.

In the late seventies it was expected that, provided the State capital was
not moved from Juneau, the Ilong-term population growth rate couldbe main-

tained at around 2.8%, with the Region®s population increasing to over

100 000 persons by the year 2000. More recent forecasts, however, have been
more pessimistic (see Figure 1, opposite). In part because of the Region®s
dependence on State government employment and the expected need to reduce
State spending, these forecasts have generally predicted a decline in the
long-term annual growth rate. A Delphi forecast prepared in 1983 projected
regional population growth of less than 2.5% per year to 1990, declining to

below 2% from 1990 to 2000 and 1less than 1.5% thereafter. The Alaska



Institute for Social and Economic Research, using the detailed State
Economic Model, has projected even lower growth rates for Southeast
population ranging from a 1low of less than 0.5% per year 1in their
pessimistic case, up to an average of less than 1% 1in their optimistic

scenario.

In light of these forecasts and the generally weak long-term prospects for
the Region, it was decided, for planning purposes, to project that regional
population could maintain 1its long-term growth rate (2.8%) through to the
end of the 1980s but that growth thereafter was likely to decliie and
stabilize at a rate of 1% per year. Total regional population we.s forecast

to reach 73 900 persons by 1990, and 85 800 by 2005.

The second key market fortransportation servicesis tourist traffic.

Relatively little data are available on the growth 1in this market, but
indications are that visitor volumes have grown at an average annual rate of

4_5% in recent years. The long-term prospects for this market are strong as
increasing proportions of the population find themselves with the leisure

time and financial means to indulge their desire for travel.

It is too early to tell whether Alaska can sustain its share of this growing
market, just as it is difficult to predict the portion of these visitors who
will make use of State-operated transportation services (airports, roads and
the Marine Highway). For planning purposes, however, it was assumed that
tourist demand for transportation services into and within the Region would
continue to grow at 4.5% per year to 1990 and would taper off to 2.5% per

year thereafter.

2.3 - Existing Transportation System

The transportation system currently 1in place in Southeast Alaska has also
changed somewhat since the introduction of the 1980 Transportation Plan.
The existing network consists of three key components--the aviation, the

marine and the road systems.



2.3.1 - Aviation System

Air traffic demands in Southeast Alaska are met by a range of carriers from

intra- and inter-regional jet airlines through to small float-plane

operators.
Two air carriers provide jet service to Southeast Alaska: Western Airlines
arid Alaska Airlines. Western flies a Seattle, Juneau and Anci jrage route

year-round with Boeing 727 aircraft and also provides a summer service into
Ketchikan from Seattle. Alaska Airlines, the major large carrier 1in
Southeast Alaska, provides service with Boeing 737/727 aircraft. It serves
Yakutat, Juneau, Sitka, Petersburg, Wrangell and Ketchikan with at least two
jet aircraft flights per day year-round, and serves Gustavus with one jet
flight a day in the summer and with small aircraft service in the winter.
During the summer of 1985, Juneau had nine Alaska Airlines Tflights a day
scheduled, while Ketchikan and Sitka each had seven scheduled Tflights per
day. All of the flights originate or terminate in Seattle, Anchorage or
Fairbanks. With a total population of some 53 500 in 1983 for all the
communities being served with jet aircraft, it can reasonably be argued that

this airline service is excellent for the size of the communities and

traffic demand.

The jet carriers also provide a substantial freight capability to and from
the region carrying high-value perishable cargos as well as mail. On some
flights, as much as half of the passenger bay 1is turned over to cargo while
in other cases whole aircraft will be chartered to move full Iloads of fresh

fish.

Commuter air service of the type that is common in the lower 48 States (that
is twin-engined aircraft, usually turbo-props, carrying between 18 and 44
passengers) does not exist in Southeast Alaska. This is chiefly
attributable to the high level of jet aircraft service provided to all the
major communities 1in the Region and the lack of additional communities with

sufficient traffic to justify intermediate sized aircraft.

Apart from jet services, there are a number of scheduled air taxi operations

in the Southeast Region offering a wide vrange of services and service
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frequencies into various communities. Operators are based in Juneau,
Ketchikan, Petersburg, Wrangell, Sitka, Haines, Skagway, Yakutat, Mawock,
Metlakatla and Gustavus, and generally provide a minimum of daily service Lo
outlying communities carrying passengers, small freight and mail. Typically
they provide service with float-equipped aircraft in the southern Panhandle,
and wheel-equipped aircraft in the northern Panhandle. A summary of current

(1985) jet and feeder services is provided in Figures 2, 3, and 4.

Air service operations in the region are supported by a network of some 140
airports, seaplane bases and heliports. Eight of the airports can presently
accommodate Jjet aircraft although the Annette Island airport does not
presently have scheduled jet aircraft flights. There are an additional 24
airstrips 1in the areathat vary 1in size from a 1000-foot gravel beach at

Pyramid Harbour to the Klawock runway, soon to be extended to 5000 feet.

Runways at the airports served by jet aircraft vary between 6003 by 150 feet
at Wrangell to 8456by 150 feet at Juneau. The runways place some
limitations on the payload or fuel that an aircraft can carry but with the

short stage lengths of most flights, the effect of this limitation is not

unduly severe.

Of the airports that receive regularly scheduled jet aircrat”, flights, only

Ketchikan |International and Yakutat have Tfull Instrument Landing Systems

(ILS). The others have localizers without the glideslope (with the
exception of Gustavus which has a VOR and an NOB approach). The main reason
for the lack of full ILS facilities 1is terrain-induced distortion. The very

high frequency transmissions tend to distort the direction of transmission
and give false and unreliable readings toaircraft instruments; the

glideslope portion of the ILS is particularly prone to this distortion.

Enroute low altitude airways over Southeast Alaska (below 18 000 feet)
satisfy most I1.F.R. requirements for aircraft operating at 10 000 feet or
higher, with VORTAC transmitters located at Annette Island, Sitka, Sister"s
Island (near Juneau) and Yakutat while Level Island has a VOR/DME. For the
purpose of civil aviation all five locations have Very High Frequency Omni

Directional Radio Ranges (VOR) combined with Distance Measuring Equipment
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(DME) . VORTAC indicates a combined VOR and Ultra High Frequency Tactical
Air Navigation Aid (TACAN) which is used almost exclusively by military
aircraft. It is, however, necessary to have line of sight to the transmit-
ting stations to be able to use these facilities. The mountainous terrain
of Southeast Alaska does not lend itself to good low altitude electronic
navigation reception of these enroute VHF signals. Low frequency nondirec-
tional beacons (NDB) are also used by aircraft for enroute navigation and
nonprecision airport approaches. Although much less precise, the NDB allows
aircraft with Automatic Direction Finding (ADF) radio to navigate on these
signals even when it 1is impossible to maintain line of sight. NDB"s are
maintained as aircraft and marine navigation aids while any broadcast band
commercial radio transmitter can be and often 1is used as an unofficial

aircraft navigation aid by low flying aircraft.

2.3.2 - Marine System

The main component of the marine transportation system in Southeast Alaska
is the Alaska Marine Highway ferry system. This operation provides surface
links for passengers and vehicles both to, from and within the Southeast

Region.

Seven vessels operate in the Southeast area. The four mainline vessels, the

Columbia, Matanuska, Malaspina and Taku, operate between the southern road
systems at Prince Rupert and Seattle and the northern road connections out
of Haines and Skagway, providing a link for the through movement of traffic
as well as carrying passengers and vehicles to and from the region and
internally between a number of ports. All mainline vessels offer overnight

accommodation for long-distance passengers.

During the 1985 peak season, one of these vessels, the Columbia, operated a
weekly service between Seattle and Skagway. The other three vessels
offered twice-weekly service out of Prince Rupert, making one three-day trip
to Skagway via Clarence Straits and Stephens Passage, and one four-day trip
travelling via Chatham Strait, and calling at Sitka (see Figure 5,
opposite). During the 1986 season, both the Columbia and Matanuska will
serve Seattle, leaving two vessels on the Prince Rupert routes. Vehicle

capacities on the mainline vessels, adjusted for an average mix of small and
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large vehicles, range from 90 (for the Taku) to 155 (for the Columbia)while

passenger capacities range from 500 to 750.

The three remaining vessels, the Aurora, LeConte and Chilkat, provide mainly
internal feeder services carrying passengers and vehicles between the
smaller communities and the mainline ports. The smaller of these, the
Chilkat, operates between Ketchikan and Metlakatla and occasionally to
Prince of \Wales Island. The Aurora and LeConte, with 40-vehicle,
250-passeriger capacity, provide connections between Prince of Wales Island
and the Prince Rupert-Ketchikan-Petersburg corridor, and between communities
in the Juneau-Sitka-Petersburg triangle (including Hoonah, Pelican, Tenakee
Springs, Angoon and Kake) (see Figure 6, opposite). In 1986, the Aurora
will provide service to Hyder once a week during the May to September
period. The Hyder service will, however, be evaluated by the AlaskaMarine

Highway System to determine the level of service in the future.

In addition to serving passenger and vehicle traffic, the Marine Highway
System acts as an important [link for the movement of freight, carrying
significant numbers of vans into and through the Region and between the
various communities. This service supplements the activities of several
tug-and-barge operators who also carry substantial volumes of freight,
generally from Seattle, and distribute it to the Region"s communities. The
Marine Highway and the tug-and-barge operators together handle the majority
of the general cargo type freight which supplies the needs of Southeast
residents. In addition, the tug-and-barge companies carry a large portion
of the Region®s fish and seafood product (frozen and canned) to Seattle for
further distribution. Finally, a number of ocean-going vessels provide

freight capacity for the Region®s exports of lumber and forest products.

The Region has a vrange of port facilities to serve the Marine Highway
vessels. Seven communities have ferry terminals capable of handling the
mainline vessels (Ketchikan, Wrangell, Petersburg, Sitka, Juneau, Haines and
Skagway), while others can accommodate only the Aurora/LeConte class vessels
(Hoonah, Tenakee Springs, Angoon, Pelican, Kake, and Hollis/Clark Bay). Two
ports are also presently designed to handle the Chilkat (Hollis and

Metlakatla) although renovations at Metlakatla will shortly allow the Aurora
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to provide service but prohibit service by Chilkat. In addition, terminal
facilities are planned at Hyder and ElIfin Cove to allow ferry operations

into those communities.

Terminal and port facilities for other marine movements (tug-and-barge and
other freight operations) are, with few exceptions, provided by private
industry. The level of facilities varies widely from terminals in the
larger centers which are capable of handling containerized cargo to

break-bulk, manual loading/unloading operations at smaller ports.

2.3.3 - Road System

The roau system in Southeast Alaska is sharply constrained by the geography
of the Region. Steep coastlines, multiple fjords and generally mountainous
terrain make roads a costly option to construct and maintain. While there
are some potential road corridors within the area, only a limited number

have been developed (see Figure 7, opposite).

Access to the continental road system is provided at three points in the
Region: Haines and Skagway in the north and Hyder in the south. Residents
in other communities must use the Marine Highway to connect either with

these roads or with the road system out of Prince Rupert or Seattle.

Within the Region, a substantial network of roads 1is operated and maintained
to provide access between adjacent communities and links to nearby recrea-
tion areas. In addition, the US Forest Service has developed an extensive
road network which, while not meeting State standards, provides some travel
opportunity as well as a foundation for future vroad development. In
general, however, with the exception of Prince of Wales Island communities,
links between major towns within the Region are provided by air and by

ferry.



HIGH SPEED CRAFT
TYPES EVALUATED

Air Supported SKN4 MK2/3

AP1-88

Hovermarine

Bell Halter

Foil Supported Jetfoil

Hydrofoil

Displacement Monohull
Catamaran

SWATH

Planing and other

Passenger
and Vehicle

yes

no

no

yes

no

no

yes
yes

yes

no

Cost

very high

low

medium

medium

high

medium

high
low-med.

low-high

low-med.

Types Excluded from Further Analysis - Reasons:

Seakeeping

moderate

poor

poor-mod.

mod . -good

mod . -good

poor-mod.

moderate
mod. -good

mod . -good

poor-mod.

Comfort

excellent

fair

fair
fair-good

excellent

poor-fair

SRN4 Mk2/3 Excluded because of cost - approximately $40 to $bO million built

construction.

in Britain,

Susceptibility
to Strikes

some

some

high

high

low
low-fair

low-fair

low-fair

Speed
to Load Comments

fair

fair

good

good

poor Production dis-
continued.

poor

fair

fair

good Small Water
Plane Area Twin
Hull

poor

lack of licensing for US

Monohull Excluded partly because of cost - $14 ko $15 million built in Britain and high power requirements and thus
fuel cost for its speed.

SWATH Excluded because of experimental

nature and relatively high power requirements.

not rough enough sufficienty frequently to justify such a vessel.

Southeast Alaska waters are



2.4 - Projected Developments
in Techr ology

In terms of new opportunities for the provision of transportation services,
the consultants ‘“eviewed current and likely future technological develop-
ments in air, mirine and road transportation that might impact Southeast
Alaska. The detailed review is contained in the technology evaluation, but

is summarized below.

2.4.1 - Air

No major technological developments were foreseen that would affect air
transportation within Southeast Alaska. Although prop-fan aircraft are
expected to come into service before the end of the century, they would not
change the basic way 1in which air service would be provided. New
developments 1in navigation aids, such as microwave landing systems, would
make jet air travel to major airports more reliable and safer, while
increasing navigation beacons and making changes 1in the VHF network would
enhance the safety and reliability of small aircraft operations. However,
technology-based changes in air travel within the region were viewed as

evolutionary rather than revolutionary.

2.4.2 - Marine

Two main areas of technology development 1in the marine environment were
expected to potentially have impacts on Southeast Alaska transportation:
the possible introduction of high-speed craft to provide rapid surface
transport between communities, and improvements to existing vessels to

improve performance and efficiency.

A variety of high-speed craft were reviewed in terms of their potential for
use in Southeast Alaska, including air supported, foil supported, and
conventional displacement vessels. The assessment concentrated on existing
vessels with a known operating history. However, new designs could offer
potential and should be considered at the appropriate point in the design

process. Table 2.1, opposite, lists the vessels evaluated and highlights



TABLE 2.2

HIGH-SPEED CRAFT

Type

Characteristics
Passengers

Vehicles - automobiles
- trucks

Length ft
Breadth ft
Draft ft

Payload

Power (bhp)
Maximum speed
Speed SS3

Price

Built in USA
License for USA

Type

Characteri sties
Passengers

Vehicles - automobiles
trucks

Length ft

Breadth ft
Draft ft

Payload (tons)
Power (bhp)
Maximum speed
Speed SS3
Price

Built in USA
License for USA

Craft Evaluated

30m 1300D

Incat Westamarin BH 350 B
Catamaran Catamaran S_.E.S.

90 340 180 or 280
14 3U 41 or 27
98 130.25 160

36.75 41.25 41

7.68 5.58 7.5

not known not known not known
4200 5500 13210

28 kn 25 kn 50 kn

25 kn(28mph) 22 kn (25mph) 40kn (46mph)

$3.0 million $5.0 million $12.0 million

Yes No
Yes Yes

Craft Excluded

Vosper
High Speed SWATH

Ferry (Seagull)
700 384

none none

204 117.8
33.5 56.1

10.5 10.3

96 not known
12000 81CO

25 kn 25 kn

24 kn (24 kn)

$14 to $15 $8 to $10

mi 1lion mi 1lion
No No
Yes Yes

Yes

Ai r Cushion Vehic
SRN4/MK2  SRN4/MK:

282 416
36 50
130.2 185
78 82
-n/a- -n/a-
78 114
13600 15200
60 kn 65 kn
32 kn 45 kn
$40 $50
mi 1lion mi 1lion
No No

No No



the findings with regard to a number of criteria. Table 2.2, opposite,
outlines in detail some of the physical and operating specifications of

these craft.

Two types of high-speed craft were chosen as representative of the type of
vessels which could be appropriate for use in Southeast Alaska. The First
was a catamaran hull, approximately 100-feet Ilong, which would carry 10 to
15 vehicles and 80 to 100 passengers at speeds of up to 30 miles per hour
(see Figure 8, overleaf). The second vessel type was a larger Surface
Effect Ship (SES) capable of carrying approximately 40 vehicles and 200
passengers at speeds of up to 46 miles per hour (see Figure 9). The
SES-type ferry would be capable of year-round operation in Southeast Alaska
waters. The smaller catamaran type vessel would definitely be capable of
summer and shoulder season operation. However, 1its performance during

winter conditions, except on sheltered routes, is as yet unknown.

For purposes of evaluation, it was assumed that the existing docks and shore
facilities could be used for high-speed craft without major modification.

IfT this is not the case, funding for shore facilities would be required.

High-speed craft should not be looked on as total replacements for existing
vessels. While they would enable better utilization of present vessels to
be achieved during the summer and, if required, shoulder seasons, like
all high-performance vessels, the high-speed ferries have Jlimitations
relative to payload and axle-loadings. For example, automobiles, campers,
coaches, and Ilightly-loaded trucks and vans could be carried on the small
high-speed catamaran, but not heavy vans such as refrigerated trailers with
a Tull 1load of frozen fish. The [larger vessel by comparison could carry
heavy trailers, but the number would be limited by payload considerations.
For this reason, at least some service by conventional vessels would likely

be required on routes served by high-speed ferries.

The second area of marine technology development relates to improvements in
the existing AMH vessels to improve their performance and reduce operating

costs. Examples of such developments include:
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Figure 9
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e hull redesign;

9 improvements in propulsion and machinery;
e course-keeping and routing techniques;

e advanced machinery automation;

e improvement in hull surfaces;

« different grades of fuel; and

e adjustments to operating speed.

2.4.3 - Road

No technological developments were foreseen in the road sector that would
change the way 1in which freight and resources are moved or in which tourists
and residents would travel. It is expected that freight "Vehicles moving on
the continental vroad system will increase in length, height, width and
weight, making it more difficult for the existing ships to accommodate
trucks and vans. In the future, certain road routes may be designated
special 1log haul routes to support the timber industry. Overall, however,
the freight business to Southeast Alaska, being a small specialized one,

would [likely not be impacted to any great extent by such changes for the

foreseeable future.

2.5 - Alternative Marine Operating Options

While technological developments offer one possible source of change in
transportation services, another source of change would involve continued

use of conventional equipment to provide service but under a different

operating environment. One option of this type in the marine area would
involve increased reliance on private as opposed to State-operated services.

A second operating option would involve the acquisition of a foreign flag
vessel.

2.5.1 - Other Service Suppliers

The foreign Tflag liner operator has long been a part of the Alaskan cruise

market. These operators brought in well over 100 000 tourists at the last



count and are expected to continue to bring in a significant number of
visitors. A new factor in the market place, however, 1is the foreign flag
ferry operator (who carries vehicles) working in competition with the Marine
Highway for point to point travel. It is likely that such operators will
increase their activity in the future from either Vancouver or Prince

Rupert.

A  further new development is that US flag operators are seriously
considering building or converting vessels to serve the US cruise market and
Alaska 1is identified by them as a prime destination. The vehicle carrying
potential for such vessels 1is seen as an essential feature, with the result
that there 1is a high probability the Marine Highway will see direct

competition in Seattle before the mid-1990s.

Although this competition may skim off tourists from the Marine Highway and
possibly reduce revenues, projected total departures from Seattle and Prince
Rupert indicate that AMH vessels would still be operating close to capacity
during the peak season. Thus the presence of private operators would serve
as an effective complement to Marine Highway services. In addition, private
operators may relieve the AMHS of the need to acquire additional mainline

vessels in the 1990s, saving the State of Alaska several million dollars in

fleet expansion costs.

2.5.2 - Acquisition of
Foreign Flag Vessels

A second new service option for the Region would be for the Marine Highway
to acquire and operate a foreign-built ferry. Should a new mainline vessel
be necessary, a foreign Tflag vessel could provide the required increase in

capacity at a cost well below that of a new US-built vessel.

The Marine Highway has had experience with foreign flag vessels with the M/V
"Wickersham® . The experience was not altogether favorable because it was
intended to use the vessel in the Seattle/Southeast Alaska trade which

required a waiver from the Jones Act. Such waivers are only given for



purposes of national defense, and thus the “Wickersham®™ was not acceptable

on an ongoing basis.

However, the possibility of the AMH using a foreign flag vessel entirely
within the requirements of US maritime legislation is feasible. Such a
vessel could operate fromVancouver or Prince Rupert and carry tourists or
residents from port of embarkationto port of disembarkation. The only
restriction would be thatthe ship could not carry passengers between ports
in Southeast Alaska. Such a vessel operating out of Vancouver or Prince
Rupert could materially increase AMH capacity and release existing vessels
to operate on those routes that require a US flag ship (i.e., US to US

links).

This 1is essentially the service that Sundance Cruises 1is providing between
Vancouver, BC and Skagway, AK with the M/V *Stardancer®. The AMH would
prefer that private operators continue to provide such service where
possible since they can generally operate at lower costs due to their
greater flexibility in crewing and their options to utilize the vessels in

other areas during the off season.
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3 - REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES

3.1 - General

Development of the updated transportation plan was based 1in large measure

upon a process whereby a wide range of transportation options were defined

for the Region and were then evaluated in terms of:

e compatibility with goals of the regional transportation system, and

e effectiveness in terms of both the service provided and the level of

costs incurred.

These alternatives covered the provision of transportation service by both
air and surface (marine and road) modes Tfor the movement of cargo, passen-

gers and vehicles.

In defining the alternatives, recognition was given to the expressed con-
cerns and desires of the communities and also to the perceived requirements,
limitations and opportunities associated withgrowth, development and new
technology. As a result, the options developed for evaluation encompassed
not only capital improvements (acquisition of new vessels, road and facili-
ties construction) but also changes to the operating systems with a view to
improving either the service provided, the system capacity and/or the

ongoing operating costs.

3.2 - Aviation System Alternatives

In terms of long range transportation planning for the aviation sector, a
number of Jissues have arisen 1in recent years which requiredanalysis in

terms of defining the direction of facilities planning. These included:

e the probable ongoing 1impacts of airline deregulation and, related to

this;



o the possible removal of Essential Air Services (EAS) subsidies for
Yakutat, Gustavus, Petersburg and Wrangell, and the consequent impact on

air services;

e potential development of a commuter airline service in the region;

t future requirements for runway rather than float plane facilities.

3.2.1 - Deregulation and Subsidies

The 1long-term effects of air service deregulation in Southeast Alaska are
likely to be complex and, 1in many cases, unsatisfactory, as competition and
profit pressures lead to a concentration of services on some routes and a

decline 1in services on others.

For the Lower 48, deregulation of the airline industry has meant more
carriers providing more flights at lower fares between large cities that are
good traffic generators, often at the expense of reduced or discontinued
service to smaller communities. Competition has increased on the heavily
traveled routes, causing downward pressure on airline profits, and forcing

them to cut back on service into smaller communities.

In addition, the relationship between airlines and government has changed
somewhat under deregulation. The protection which government once provided
to the carriers has been withdrawn, and as a result, government agencies
have more difficulty influencing airline policies. Thus, government
recommendations for service beyond those that are market justified will be

very difficult to encourage without direct subsidies.

It was recognized at the time of legislation that deregulation of the
airline 1industry would force the discontinuation of services into many
smaller communities that relied heavily on air travel. An Essential Air
Services Subsidy was therefore developed with a ten-year sunset clause to
ease the transition to deregulation. Four communities 1in Southeast Alaska
currently receive jJet service under the EAS subsidy program- Yakutat,

Gustavus, Wrangell and Petersburg. All communities except Gustavus receive



at least seven round trip flights per week year-round with aircraft having
seating capacity 1in excess of 60 seats. Gustavus receives this level of
service during the summer, but during off-peak periods, air services may be

reduced to two Fflights per week with smaller aircraft.

The US Department of Transportation has selected Alaska Airlines to provide
essential air service to these Southeast communities from October 1, 1985
through December 31, 1986 at which time the Essential Air Services subsidy

is scheduled to expire.

While jJjet aircraft may not be the least-cost (lowest subsidy) method of
providing service to these communities, it offers an extremely high quality
of service and a good level of air freight capacity. The chief drawback is
a lower service frequency than might be offered by smaller commuter

aircraft. However, the availability of daily service without transfer to
Seattle and Anchorage and the adequate freight capacity affords offsetting

benefits.

The future of these services, however, has been a point of uncertainty
throughout the planning exercise and 1is still in a state of transition.
Whether the subsidies will be allowed to expire as scheduled, and whether
jet service will continue with or without financial support, are both
questions to which no confirmed answers are as yet available. Thus, from
the planning perspective, the only definitive recommendation which can be
made is that, if the EAS subsidies are allowed to expire, the Department of
Transportation should closely monitor the impact on services into Southeast

communities.

3.2.2 - Development of Commuter
Airline Service

Although the quality of jet services in the Region has been very good, the
possible future viability of a regional commuter air service for the
Southeast remains an ongoing point of interest. An analysis was therefore
carried out with regard to the conditions under which such an operation

might prove viable.



TABLE 3.1

A1kCRAFT PRODUCTIVITY EVALUATION

Aircraft Type

Hours per year
per Aircraft

Number of Aircraft

Maximum Passenger
Capaci ty

Load Factor
Average Ground Speed
(80% of Long Range

Cruise)

Revenue Passenger Miles
per year (mi 11 ion)

Piper
Navajo

2,000

60%

138

3.7

Twin Otter
DHC-6-300

2,000

20

60%

133

8.0

Beech
1900

2,000

2.5

19

60%

200

11.4

Shorts
360

2,000

2.5

36

60%

162

17.5

HS
748

2,000

2.5

48

60%

215

31.0



To assess this viability, Tfive different aircraft types were examined. It
was assumed that at least three aircraft would be necessary to provide an
economic fleet and that each aircraft would fly approximately 2000 hr/yr
with an average of one-half aircraft tied up for maintenance. Break-even

operations, based on the experience of other carriers, were assumed to

require a 60% load factor.

Table 3.1, opposite, shows the assessment of the required number of revenue
passenger-miles of traffic which would be required for viable operation with
various commuter aircraft types. Required annual passenger-miles range from
3.7 million with a fleet of Piper Navajos to 31.0 million with a fleet of

HS748s.

With the ongoing provision of jet service into the major communities, it was
assumed that the commuter service could only compete in areas not served by
jet flights. Of these areas, those with the greatest traffic potential

(together with estimated passenger-miles of traffic) are shown below.

Major Traffic Sectors -
Southeast Alaska - Non-Jet

Annual No. of Annual Revenue
Sector Passengers Distance Passenger-Miles
Haines-Juneau 9 500 75 412 500
Skagway-Juneau 5 000 95 475 000
Hoonah-Juneau 10 580 45 472 500
Kake-Petersburg 1 400 35 49 000
Craig-Ketchikan 6 500 60 390 000
Klawock-Ketchikan 5 800 60 348 000
Metlakatla-Ketchikan 14 900 20 298 000

TOTAL 2 745 000



These figures suggest that even with the smallest aircraft and 100% of the
above air traffic markets, a commuter air service would be unlikely to prove
viable at present traffic levels. Since the commuter service would also
have to compete with air-taxi operators on these routes, it was concluded
that a commuter service was unlikely to materialize until such time as a
reduction 1in jet service and/or a significant growth in demand provided a

traffic base sufficient to financially support its operation.

3.2.3 - Float Versus Airstrip Development

The evolution of air services 1in Southeast Alaska has been to start with
float equipped aircraft, advance to amphibious aircraft, further advance to
wheeled aircraft, and then to have larger and faster aircraft provide the
air service. The prime reason for the evolution is improved safety, service

and reliability, and reduced costs.

Float equipped operations offer a number of advantages 1in Southeast Alaska
and have provided a vital transportation [link. Since most communities are
located on shorelines, float-equipped aircraft can land in close proximity.
In addition, float planes are able to alight, 1in acceptable water condi-
tions, if VFR conditions deteriorate during a flight - an important
consideration when operating 1in the fast-moving weather systems common in

the area.

On the other hand, float equipped aircraft are expensive to purchase, main-
tain and operate. Floats are costly to install and reduce the payload and
speed of the aircraft, while corrosion from salt water operations leads to

increased maintenance and overhaul expense.

An analysis was therefore carried out to assess whether there was an
economic justification Tfor promoting wheel based operations (by development
of additional airstrips) rather than continuing to develop seaplane

facilities.

While it is 1impossible to generalize about the cost of seaplane docks and

runway facilities, some approximate order-of-magnitude numbers were



developed. Based on relative capital and operating costs the additional
cost of a runway operation as opposed to a float facility would be 1in the
order of $350,000 per year. In order to financially justify runway develop-
ment, users would have to realize savings equivalent to this amount. Since
annual passenger volumes into the larger seaplane communities average in the
order of 1500 to 3500 passengers, it is clear such financial savings are
unlikely to be achieved. It was therefore concluded that runway development
cannot be justified on the basis of economics but must rather be justified
on the grounds of service, safety, convenience and other nonfinancial

factors.

3.3 - Surface System Alternatives - Corridors

3.3.1 - General

The definition of alternatives for the provision of surface transportation
services was based on the premise that vroad and marine highway options
should be viewed as complementary parts of an integrated system rather than
evaluated as separate services. Since options regarding road construction
in many areas materially affect the pattern of marine highway operations
and anversely, changes in marine highway services influence the viability

-ny road options, the two inodes were evaluated jointly as part of the

‘surface transportation system-".

In reviewing the various options which were available in terms of providing
surface transportation services, it became apparent that many of the options
represented alternative means of dealing with problems in a single subsec-
tion of the overall region and, to some extent, could be segregated from the
balance of the system for evaluation purposes. Rather than dealing with
each of these options in a "total region®™ context, it was decided to carry
out a pre-evaluation process whereby service options within a subregion or
"corridor®™ were compared with one another in order to identify the preferred

alternatives for meeting transportation needs in that area.
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Through this pre-evaluation process, a wide range of options was screened
down to a somewhat more limited number of preferred alternatives which were

then assessed in terms of their desirability within the context of the total

regional surface system.

Five key corridors or subregions were identified for separate consideration

as part of this prescreening process (see Figure 10, opposite). These were:
0 the Juneau Access corridor;

0 the Ketchikan-Southern Terminus corridor;

0 the Stikine corridor;

0 the Sitka Access corridor; and

0 the Prince of Wales Island Access system.

A general description of the alternatives evaluated within each of these

subregions is outlined in the following sections.

3.3.2 - Juneau Access Corridor Options

In total, eleven alternatives were evaluated for the provision of surface
transportation services between Juneau and the northern roads systems either

at Haines and Skagway or through northern BC.

Wine of these alternatives involved providing connections to Juneau via the
Lynn Canal through Haines and Skagway (see Figure 11 overleaf). These

1ncluded:

1. Continue the existing mainline and feeder ferry service.

2. Extend the vroad up the east side of the canal from Echo Cove to
Skagway, connecting with Haines via a bridge across the Chilkoot Inlet.

Discontinue ferry service north of Juneau.

3. Extend the east-side road from Echo Cove to Skagway, and construct a
road dcwn the west side of the canal between Skagway and Haines.

Discontinue ferry service north of Juneau.
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Construct a road up the west side of the Lynn Canal from St. James Bay
through Haines to Skagway. Provide a shuttle ferry service between

Echo Cove (and the road to Juneau) and St. James Bay (17 miles).

Construct a road on the west side of the canal between William Henry
Bay and Haines. Provide a shuttle ferry service between Echo Cove and
William Henry Bay (14 nmiles) and between Haines and Skagway

(15 miles).

Construct a road on the v/est side of the canal between Sullivan Island
and Haines. Provide shuttle ferry service between Echo Cove and

Sullivan Island (30 miles) and between Haines and Skagway (15 miles).

Extend the east side road from Echo Cove to the Katzehin River.

Provide a shuttle ferry service from the Katzehin River to Haines

(6 miles) and from Haines to Skagway (15 miles).

Extend the east side road from Echo Cove to Skagway. Provide a shuttle

ferry service from the Katzehin River to Haines (6 miles).

Provide high-speed ferry service from Echo Cove to Haines and Skagway

operating three round trips per day during the peak season.

The remaining two Juneau access options would provide Juneau residents with

access to the existing road system via a route up the Taku Valley into

northern British Columbia. These involved:

10.

11.

Extend the Thane Road up the west side of Taku Inlet to Grizzly Bar.

Bridge to the east side and continue to the Canadian border.

Follow the same vrouting but connect the west and east banks via a

shuttle ferry.

The main capital and annual operating costs associated with these options

are given in Table 3.2, overleaf.



TABLE 3.2

JUNEAU ACCESS CORRIDOR OPTIONS - COST CHARACTERISTICS

Existing System
East-Road/Bridge
East-Road/Road
West-St. James Bay
West-William Henry Bay

West Sul livan

East to Katzehin
East-Road/Shuttle

High-Speed Ferry

Taku - Bridge

Taku - Shuttle

Costs are based on construction standards necessary to qualify for

New Capital

Roadsi
Ri

76

109

95

45

21

52

70

56 2

55 2

Federal-aid to highways funding

") To Canadian border only.

") Excludes capital amortization.

$440.

365.

231.

119.

61.

204.

264.

202.

141.

Requirements

$7.

14.

14.
17.

14.

24 .
36.

Terminals
$M

$8.5

11.0

Total

M

$440.

365.

247.

144.

84.
87.

224.

274.

31.
43.

202.

145.

Average Annual
Vessels &
Terminals

$M

$7.4

Roads

$M

$2.

Operating Costs3

Total
$M

$7.4

10.0

12.0

10.5

13.8

10.1



Each of these options was evaluated in terms of total financial costs to the
State government, Marine Highway and the users; 1in terms of ability to serve

existing traffic and generate new demands; and in terms of user service and
travel time. Comparing the benefits generated eunder the various options

with the costs incurred, it was decided that the best options overall were:

e continue existing ferry service (Option 1);

e extend the east-side road to Skagway and provide a shuttle ferry service

between Haines and the Katzehin River (Option 8); and

- provide ahigh-speed ferry service from Echo Cove toHaines and Skagway

(Option 9).

These concepts were therefore retained for reassessment within the context

of the entire regional transportation system.

3.3.3 - Ketchikan/Southern Terminus
Corridor Options

The prescreening process within the Ketchikan/Southern Terminus corridor

(see Figure 12 overleaf) focused on a combination of vessel scheduling and

vessel acquisition alternatives. The options evaluated were as follows:
1. Continueexisting service with existing fleet.
2. Continueexisting schedule, adding a new mainline vessel on the Seattle

route as soon as possible.

3. Shuttle the Columbia between Seattle and Ketchikan twice weekly during

the peak summer season.

4. Operate the Columbia out of Port Hardy during the peak season.

5. Operate all mainline services out of Prince Rupert.
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6. Operate all mainline services out of Hyder.

7. Shuttle the Columbia between Seattle and Ketchikan. Supplement mainline

service with the Aurora and LeConte.

8. Acquire a foreign flag vessel to serve traffic between the Lower 48 and
Southeast communities. (Note: under existing marine law this vessel
could not carry traffic from one US port to another but could free up

space on the existing US flag ferries.)

9. Operate all mainline services out of Prince Rupert during the summer

peak season only.

Table 3.3 overleaf summarizes these options in terms of annual costs and

ability to satisfy projected demand between the Southeast Region and the

Seattle and Prince Rupert areas.

Again a detailed analysis was carried out with regard to the financial and
service iImpacts of each of these options and it was decided that four alter-
natives warranted further evaluation in the context of the regional system.

These were:

e add a mainline vessel(s) to serve growing demand (Option 2);

e shuttle the Columbia between Seattle and Ketchikan, supplementing main-

line service with the Aurora and LeConte (Option 7);

e acquire a foreign flag vessel to operate out of Vancouver (Option 8);

6 operateall peak season mainline services out of Prince Rupert

(Option 9).

While these four options represent specific operational alternatives, they
may also be regarded as representing a range of philosophies in terms of
meeting the growing demand to and from the southern terminus. The first and

third options suggest that demand should be met with new vessels (although



TABLE 3.3

KETCHIKAN CORRIDOR OPTIONS

Existing Systenm

Add New Vessels

Columbia Shuttle

Port Hardy Summer Terminus
Prince Rupert Terminus
Hyder Terminus

Columbia Shuttle: Aurora,
LeConte to Mainline Routes

Foreign Flag Vessel

Prince Rupert Summer Terminus

Discounted total over 20-year planning

2)Total over 20 years.

New Mainline

Vessels Added Net AMH Deficitl)

In: Mainline Service
($ Millions)

$291.0
1990 413.7
1993
1991 359.2
2001
2000 330.8
2003 352.6
2003 357.7
1993 294.9
1986 325.3
2000
2003 313.9
period.

Unserved Demand2)

Passengers

225,000

31,000

350,000

530,000

1,200,000

350,000

Vehicles

16,000

9T-¢



the foreign flag vessel represents a more economical option in terms of
capital), while the second and fourth focus on maximizing use of existing
vessels to serve (in the case of the Columbia shuttle) or partially serve
(in the case of Prince Rupert turnaround) the Seattle demand. As such they
provide an indication of the tradeoffs 1involved in attempting to balance

internal service, tourist service and financial revenues and costs.

3.3.4 - Stikine Corridor Options

The assessment of surface alternatives within the Stikine Corridor (see
Figure 13 overleaf) had a twofold focus: first, the provision of surface
links between mid-region communities and the continental road system and
secondly, the use of these links as either an adjunct to or substitute for
Marine Highway 1links to Prince Rupert and Seattle. Such surface links would
provide routing for the movement of passengers and vehicles to and from the
Region as well as a means of access to potential resource developments in

both Alaska and northern British Columbia.

In terms of intra-regional links, seven alternative concepts were

evaluated.

1. Wrangell Road (Pass) Option - Construct a vroad from Wrangell to the
Canadian border with a highway“pass to the West Fork of the Katete

Ri ver.

2. Wrangell Road (Tunnel) Option - Construct a road as in Option 1 but

build a tunnel to the West Fork of the Katete River.

3. Wrangell Road/Shuttle Ferry Option - Construct a road as in Option 1.
In addition, operate a shuttle ferry between Wrangell and Blind Slough

to provide internal Wrangell/Petersburg service and to link Petersburg

with the new road system.

4. Petersburg Road Option - Construct a road from Petersburg (end of the

Mitkof Highway) to the border along the south bank of the Stikine.



Wrangell Road
Petersburg Road
Wrangell/Petersburg Link
Shuttle Ferry
Wrangell/Ketchikan Road

PETERSBURG O

\
PROVINCE OF
BRITISH COLUMBIA
/
WRANGELL
ZAREMBO
ISLAND
WRANGELL
ISLAND
ETOLIN
ISLAND
PRINCE OF WALES
ISLAND
Figure 13

STIKINE CORRIDOR OPTIONS

TO KETCHIKAN



5. Petersburg Road/Shuttle Ferry Option - Construct a road as in Option 4.
Operate a shuttle ferry between Wrangell and Blind Slough to provide

internal Wrangel 1/Petersburg service and to link Wrangell to the new

road system.

6. Wrangell/Petersburg Road Option - Construct a road as 1in Option 4. In
addition, construct a vroad from Wrangell, connecting it to the new

Petersburg road at the mouth of Andrew®s Creek.

7. Wrangell/Bradfield Road Option - Construct a road from Wrangell to the
Canadian border via the Bradfield Canal and the North Fork of the
Bradfield River. Provide a connecting link to Ketchikan.

Table 3.4, overleaf, summarizes the capital and operating costs associated

with these options.

Each of the above intra-corridor options were evaluated under two alter-
native scenarios for Marine Highway operations. In the first, or
"mainline® scenario it was assumed that the Marine Highway would maintain

its existing schedule of operations to Seattle and Prince Rupert and that
the Stikine road would act as a surface alternative for overflow vehicle
demand out of these southern ports. In the second, or “loop"™ scenario it
was assumed that the Marine Highway vessels would operate within the
Southeast region only and that the Stikine road would substitute for

existing ferry service to Seattle and Prince Rupert.

Again all options were evaluated in terms of financial impacts on users, the
State government and the Marine Highway; in terms of ability to meet demand;
and in terms of the level of service provided to tourist and resident

traffic. The results of this assessment indicated that the preferred

corridor options were:

e construct a road from Wrangell to the Canadian border and provide shuttle

ferry service from Wrangell to Blind Slough (Option 3); and



TABLE 3.4

STIKINE CORRIDOR OPTIONS

Additional

Road1l

Mi SM
Wrangell Road/Pass 49 $157.0
Wrangell Road/Tunnel 48 183.0
Wrangell Road/Petersburg Shuttle” 49 159.0
Petersburg Road 34 120.0
Petersburg Road/Wrangell Shuttle 34 120.0
Wrangell/Petersburg Road 77 190.0
Wrangell/Bradfield Road 176 373.0

:) Costs are based on construction standards necessary

Federal-aid to highways funding.
2) Excludes capital amortization.

3) Includes upgrading of Mitkof Highway.

Capital Costs
Vessels +

Terminals
$M

$4.7

to qualify for

Total
SM

$157.0

183.0

163.7

120.0

124.7

190.0

375.2

Annual

Road
SM

$1.5

Operating Costs2

Ferry
SM

1.0

Total
SM

$1.5

0c-¢€
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e construct a road from Petersburg to the Canadian border and provide a

Wrangell-Blind Slough shuttle ferry connection (Option 5).

Furthermore i1t was Tfound that, in all instances, continuation of the
existing mainline ferry service as an adjunct to the road system was prefer-
able to the “loop®™ ferry service scenario in terms of both financial impacts

and user service levels.

3.3.5 - Sitka Corridor Options

The Tfourth subregion which was preassessed at the corridor Ilevel was the
Sitka area, (see Figure 14 overleaf), with particular reference to the most
effective way of incorporating Sitka into the surface transportation system.
While a wide range of marine/road schemes were available to serve Sitka

traffic, only five were considered to provide a level of service which was

either comparable to, or better than the current situation. These options
were:

1. Continue existing mainline and feeder ferry service.

2. Construct aroad from Sitka to Baranof and operate mainline and feeder

vessels out of Warm Springs Bay.

3. Construct aroad to Rodman Ray and operate mainlineand feederservices

out of a terminal there.

4. Provide a direct high-speed catamaran-type service (14 vehicle,
90 passengers capacity) between Sitka-Juneau and/or Sitka-Petersburg.

Continue feeder service with the LeConte.

5. Provide high-speed SES-type ferry service (40 vehicles, 180 passengers
capacity) between Sitka-Juneau and/or Sitka-Petersburg, calling at

intermediate communities along the way.

Annual capital and operating costs associated with each of these options are

shown in Table 3.5 overleaf.






TABLE 3.5

SITKA CORRIDOR OPTIONS

Existing Service
Road to Baranof
Road to Rodman Bay

Small High-Speed Ferry

Large High-Speed Ferry

1) Costs are based on construction standards necessary to qualify for

Additional Capital

Road 1
Mi

26

46

Federal-aid to highways funding.

2) Excludes probable need for new mainline vessels elsewhere

3) Excludes capital amortization.

SM

$176.5

155.0

Costs
Terminals +

Ferries 2

No.

M
M

®
*®

*®
®

SM

12.0
24.0

Total
SM

$181.5

160.0

12.0
24.0

in system.

Annual

Road
SM

$1.3

Operating Costs3

Ferries
SM

$5.2

1.7

N
(o]

o
N -

Total
SM

$5.2
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In terms of evaluation, it was found that the Sitka options could not be
meaningfully assessed on a corridor basis alone. The added sailing distance
into Sitka combined with the tide delays through Sergius Narrows affect not
only Sitka passengers but also the frequency of service and the travel time
throughout the mainline and feeder systems. It was therefore decided to
carry all Sitka option concepts forward for evaluation in the context of the

total system.

3.3.6 - Prince of Wales Access Options

The final subregional assessment study focused on the issue of surface
access to and from Prince of Wales Island (see Figure 15 opposite). As with
the other corridors, a number of service options were considered. Apart
from the option of continuing service 1in the present manner, these alter-

natives included the following:

1. Develop a new ferry terminal at Tolstoi Ray. Provide road connections
to Thorne Bay and/or Hollisand/or Kasaan. Provide ferry service with

the Aurora and/or the mainline vessels.

2. Develop an alternative ferry terminal at the north end of the Island in
Red Bay.Upgrade the road connections between Red Bay and the Klawock-
Thorne Bay road. Continue limited service with the Aurora from Clark
Bay to Ketchikan and provide a new feeder service from Red Bay to Blind

Slough and Wrangell.

3. Provide a high-speed catamaran-type ferry shuttle service between Clark

Bay and Ketchikan in lieu of the existing feeder service.

4. Provide a high-speed catamaran-type ferry service between Clark Bay,
Ketchikan, Metlakatla and other Clarence Straits communities,
supplemented by a modified feeder ferry service between Clark Ray and

Ketchikan.

The capital and annual operating costs foreach of these are shown in

Table 3.6, overleaf.



TABLE 3.6

PRINCE OF WALES OPTIONS

Additional Capital Costs
Terminals &

Roadsl Ferries
Mi M No. $M
Tolstoi Bay:
- Hollis Road 15.9 $21.8 1 (M $5.0
- Thorne Bay Road 3 16.9 13.3 1M 5.0
- Kasaan ConnectionZ 6.2 6.1 - -
Red Bay 52.6 63.0 2 (M 7.0
1 (A 1.2
High-Speed Ferries - - 1 3.0

Costs are based on construction standards necessary to qualify for
Federal-aid to highways funding.

2) Does not include cost of existing ferry services.
Excludes capital amortization.

3) Includes upgrade of 5.4 miles of existing Klawock-Thorne Bay Road.
4) Only includes segment from Lindman Lake to Kasaan.

s) Based on year-round operation. Summer operation only would reduce
costs to $0.75 - 0.90 million per year.

Total
$M

$26.8
18.3
6.1

71.2

Additional
Operating

Roads
$M

$0.24
0.25
0.09

Annual
Costs?2
Terminals &
Ferries

$M

$0.05
0.05

1.10

1.75

Total
$M

$0.29
0.30
0.09

1.90

1.75 s



As with the Sitka corridor, it was felt that the Prince of Wales service
options could best be evaluated within the context of the total system.
Accordingly all four concepts were carried forward for evaluation as system
alternatives. For system purposes, the Tolstoi Bay option was assumed to
include both mainline and feeder ferry service and was assumed to be [linked
to the existing road system via Thorne Bay. With the upgrading of the road
from Klawock to Thorne Bay, a connection via Thorne Bay could prove as

attractive as one via Hollis to residents of Craig, Klawock and Hydaburg.

3.4 - Surface System Alternatives - Regional

3.4.1 - General

The objective in the corridor or subregional assessment was to narrow down
the number of options for providing essentially similar services within a
particular area, where the choice of one option over another was unlikely to
cause repercussions elsewhere in the region. Where it was Tfelt, however,
that different corridor options might create different impacts throughout
the regional system, representative examples of these different corridor

concepts were retained for further analysis.

Having defined the schemes which best represented solutions to corridor
problems, attention was turned to the total regional surface transportation
system. At the regional level, the key 1issue was to develop a balance
between the demand for services by Alaska residents in different parts of
the region, the need for services to support the Region®s tourism,
fi:heries, mining and timber industries, and the need to allocate State
funds in a judicious and beneficial manner. Since these three concerns are
not always compatible with one another, the focus of the assessment was to
determine the tradeoffs involved as emphasis was directed towards meeting

one or more of these concerns at the possible expense of the others.

A wide range of system alternatives were therefore defined in order to allow

a detailed analysis of the interactions between competing goals and hence to



deduce those system components which offered the most effective balance in
terms of meeting the demands for better transportation service in a cost-
effective manner.

To ensure that system alternatives were realistic and to ensure that all
impacts were taken into account, regional transportation options were speci-

fied in considerable detail. This 1included:

0 specifying peak and off-peak schedules for existing and proposed new

vessels;

e developing preliminary specifications for new vessels and obtaining

builder estimates for construction and operating costs;

0 defining alignments for new roads and developing preliminary engineering-

level costs;

0 defining and costing new terminal facilities where applicable; and

0 projecting passenger and vehicle demand over each link in the system and

generating user costs Tfor vehicle operations and/or ferry fares on each

route.

In addition, a computer model was developed which calculated for each year

of the20-year planning period:

0 thecapacity of the system and the portion of demand which could be met;

0 thecapital and operating costs of the marine/road system;

0 theuser costs for road and ferry travel; and

0 theuser travel time between all points 1in the system includingdelays

related to frequency of service and requirements for transfer.
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3.4.2 - Short-Term System Options

The objective of the updated transportation plan was to provide guidelines
for the transportation system over a 20-year time period. There 1is,
however, a division between changes that can be accomplished (and are
required) in a short time period and changes that can be accomplished (and
may be necessary) over a longer time frame. Major capacity additions, for
example, in the form of constructing nevi roads or new mainline vessels may
require several years to accomplish, while schedule changes or the intro-
duction of “off-the-shelf® vessels can be 1introduced 1in the near future.
For this reason, separate surface system alternatives were defined with one
set aimed at the short-term and the other at the Jlong-term planning

hori zon.

Short-term alternatives were defined to meet several criteria;

e they could be easily implemented (with a 1 to 3-year period);

e they would improve the system®"s ability to meet demand through the late-

1980s or early-1990s; and

e they were sufficiently flexible that they would not preclude any longer-

term options.

On the basis of these criteria, seven options were defined for the short-

term provision of surface transportation services.

1. No change - continue existing (1985) ferry service.

2. Matanuska to Seattle - operate both the Columbia and Matanuska out of

Seattle during the peak.

3. Prince Rupert Terminus - operate all mainline vessels out of Prince

Rupert during the peak season.



TABLE 3.7

SHORT-TERM SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

Option

Existing System
Matanuska to Seattle
Prince Rupert Terminus
Columbia Shuttle
Foreign Flag Vessel
High-Speed Catamarans

High-Speed SES Ferries

- SUMMARY OF

Net Cost

to State

(3 Mi 11 ions)
S454 .4

428.7

503.9

427.1

482 .6

457.1

471.1

IMPACTS

Passengers not Served
(Percent of Peak Demand)

Prince

Seattle Rupert Internal
37.7X o K H
10.6 12.7
57.1 -

6.3 3.3

1.5 -

3.0 9.7

3.0 3.1

DAs compared with continuing existing (1985) service; all figures are discounted

)Brackets denote cost or time

3) Includes costs for failure to

increases rather than savings.

meet demand.

Impactsl

State Cost
Savingsl)

(S Millions)

$25.7

(49.5)
27.3

(28.2)
2.7

(17.3)

User Cost
Savings2) 3)
(3 Millions)

31.4
(2.0)
4.3
5.8
3.8

5.0

User Time
Savings2)
(Million Hrs.)

3.9

0.6

0oe-¢€

3-3)

3.5
9.2

10.7



4. Columbia shuttle - operate the Columbia twice weekly between Seattle and

Ketchikan during the summer peak.

5. Foreign flag vessel - acquire a foreign flag vessel to operate out of

Vancouver during the peak season.

6. High-Speed Catamarans - acquire one or more medium-range, medium-
capacity (14 vehicles, 90 passengers) catamaran-type ferries to provide
intra-reyional service (a fleet of four was evaluated). Focus mainline

service on the Seattle routes.

7. High-Speed Surface-Effeet Ferries - acquire one or more Jlonger-range,
higher-capacity (40 vehicles, 180 passengers) SES-type vessels to
provide intra-regional service (a fleet of two vessels was evaluated).

Focus mainline vessels on the Seattle route.

These seven scenarios were reviewed in terms of financial 1impacts on users,
the State, and the Marine Highway, 1in terms of the extent to which they
could meet projected passenger and vehicle demand and in terms of the level
of service offered to users with vrespect to service frequency and total
travel time. A comparison was carried out between the benefits accruing to
the users (from the viewpoint of cost, service and/or travel time) and the
net costs incurred by the State and Marine Highway in providing the service.
All costs and benefits were measured against the option of continuing the
existing schedule. Table 3.7 opposite summarizes the highlights of the
findings. All  figures represent a system-wide total over 20 years.
Financial costs are discounted to reflect their value in terms of current
dollars in order to provide a consistent basis for comparing among

alternatives.

The analysis raises several interesting points. For example, the two
options of operating the Matanuska to Seattle and of shuttling the Columbia
to Ketchikan would both generate cost savings to the State as a result of
lower Marine Highway deficits. In addition, both would generate user cost
savings as a result of reducing the costs associated with unmet demand. The

Columbia shuttle, however, would generate high penalties in terms of total



3-32

travel time since passengers traveling north of Ketchikan (approximately 75%
of Seattle demand) would have to disembark at Ketchikan and wait until they

could be accommodated on a vessel out of Prince Rupert.

The other short-term options would all result in higher costs to the State
either because they would result in higher Marine Highway operating deficits
(Prince Rupert terminus) or because they would require investment in new
vessels which could not be fully recovered out of revenues. In the case of
high-speed catamaran-type ferry service, these costs would be offset by the
user savings associated with the increased ability to meet demand. In the
other instances, however, it would have to be presumed that user time
savings were sufficiently attractive to offset the net financial losses

associated with the service option.

Overall, the most attractive short-term option from the viewpoints of
service, travel time and government cost would appear to be routing the
Matanuska to Seattle during the summer peak. The chief drawback of this
option 1is that withdrawing the Matanuska from Prince Rupert would quickly
lead to capacity problems both at Prince Rupert (where two trips per week
are lost) and in the Ketchikan-Petersburg corridor (where service is reduced
by one trip per week). Part of this capacity shortfall could be covered by
operating the Aurora more frequently out of Prince Rupert but this would
create a gap 1in service to Prince of Wales Island. It was therefore
proposed that two high-speed catamaran-type ferries be acquired and put into
service in the Ketchikan/Hollis/Petersburg region as a means of freeing the
Aurora to operate more frequently out of Prince Rupert, providing improved
service to residents of Prince of Wales Island, and providing additional

capacity on the Ketchikan-Petersburg corridor.

It was felt that the proposed short-term plan offered an effective balance
between the demands of residents, the needs of tourists and other industry
sectors, and the requirement to use government funds 1in a responsible
manner . The plan offers tourists and residents a second weekly vessel to
and from Seattle and offsets the lost internal services by drawing the
Aurora into partial mainline service and enhancing feeder services with

high-speed catamarans. While this increases the Marine Highway"s capital



and operating costs, part of this increase is offset by the greater earning
power of the Matanuska and Aurora on their revised routes and by the

revenue-generating potential of the high-speed vessels.

At the same time, the proposed plan offers flexibility in the long term in
that it involves a relatively small ($6 million) investment in new equipment

which could, if circumstances change, be put to use elsewhere in the

system.

3.4.3 - Long-Term System Options

The definition and assessment of Jlong-term surface system alternatives
involved a changed perspective in terms of both the demands to be met and
the range of options available to provide service. While traffic demand is
expected to continue to increase in the future, it 1is possible, in the long
term, to envision major changes in the transportation system through the
acquisition of additional mainline vessels, the development of new road
links, the purchase of high-capacity, high-speed ferries, and the phased

introduction of more substantial schedule changes.

As in the short-term, however, the key concern was to establish a balance
between the goals of serving resident demand, accommodating the needs of the
tourism and other industry sectors, and allocating government funds 1in a
judicious and beneficial manner. A range of long-term alternatives was
therefore specified not only 1in terms of operating characteristics but in

terms of the level of investment in new capacity in order to meet demand.

The issue of investing to meet demand was of particular concern since it was
recognized that new investment 1in mainline vessel capacity would primarily
serve peak season tourist demand out of Seattle. During the off-peak
season these vessels would not be required. It was therefore decided to
investigate a range of investment options in order to determine the savings

and 1impacts associated with providing alternate levels of peak season

capacity.



Two 1investment scenarios were therefore analyzed:

e acquire sufficient vessels to meet peak season demand out of both Seattle

and Prince Rupert; and

e acquire new mainline vessels only when combined vehicle demands out of
Seattle and Prince Rupert exceed combined vessel capacity. This implies
acceptance of the concept that passengers with vehicles will be willing
to transfer from Seattle to Prince Rupert if ferry capacity is

available.

In addition, for sensitivity testing, selected scenarios were evaluated
whereby no new mainline vessels were acquired and demand 1in excess of

capacity was presumed to be lost.

Alternatives for surface system operations were defined in terms of a series
of "Focuses®™ where each focus involved emphasizing a particular concept in
terms of regional service and evaluating its impact throughout the system

from the viewpoints of cost and service effectiveness.

Five key "focus®™ areas were developed.

1. Mainline Service Focus - This option involved continuing the philosophy
of the June 1980 Plan whereby the existing mainline and feeder route
structures were maintained and additional capacity was provided by the

acquisition of new mainline vessels.

2. Lynn Canal Focus - This option emphasized changes within the Lynn Canal

corridor, analyzing their impacts on both Lynn service and on service

throughout the region. Two Lynn service options were evaluated:

e an east-side road from Juneau to Skagway with a shuttle Tferry from

Haines to the Katzehin River;

e two high-speed SES-type shuttle ferries from Echo Cove to Haines and

Skagway .



In both cases, northbound mainline ferry service was assumed to termi-

nate at Juneau.

Sitka Focus - This option focused on changing the way in which the Sitka

community was incorporated 1into the surface system. Three service

options were assessed:

t construct a vroad from Sitka to Baranof and operate mainline and

feeder services out of Warm Sprinys Bay;

9 construct a road from Sitka to Rodman Bay and provide mainline and

feeder ferry services out of a Rodman Bay terminal;

e provide high-speed SES-type ferry service on the Sitka-Juneau and

Sitka-Petersburg links. Terminate mainline service into Sitka.

Prince of Wales Island Focus - This option emphasized alternative means
of providing service to communities on Prince of Wales Island. Four

specific options were evaluated:

e Relocate the Clark Bay terminal to Tolstoi Bay, and provide mainline
and partial feeder service through the new terminal. Connect Tolstoi
Bay to the Island communities by extending the road from Thorne Bay
to Tolstoi Bay. (Other road connections could be made to Hollis and

Kasaan.)

t Develop a new terminal at Red Bay on the north end of the Island,
connected by road to the existing Klawock-Thorne Bay highway.
Provide ferry service from Red Ray to Blind Slough and Wrangell, and

from Hollis to Ketchikan.

e Acquire a high-speed catamaran-type ferry to provide twice-daily
shuttle service between Hollis and Ketchikan. Transfer the Aurora to

other routes.



TABLE 3.8

LONG-TERM SYSTEM OPTIONS - MEET DEMAND SCENARIOS

Impactsl)
Net Cost Government User User Time
to State Cost Savingsl) Cost Savings2) Savings2)
(S Millions) (S Millions) ($ Millions) (Million Hrs.)
Mainline Service Focus $583.9
Lynn Focus:
- road 772.9 $(189.0) S73.6 15.3
- high-speed ferry 619.2 (35.3) 9.1 5.8
Sitka Focus:
- Baranof 642.7 (58.8) 1.2 0.2)
- Rodman Bay 626.6 “42.7) 2.9 -6)
- high-speed ferry 600.4 (16.5) 0.1 4.0
Prince of Wales Focus:
- Tolstoi Bay 574.0 9.9 0.2) 0.9
- Red Bay 618.2 (34.3) (©.1) 0.6
- high-speed shuttle 570.4 13.5 0.4 2.4
- high-speed loop 571.0 12.9 0.4 0.7
Stikine Focus:
- Wrangell Road 640.5 (56.6) 3.5 1.9
- Petersburg Road 607.2 (23.3) 3.1 (1.9
- Wrangell/Ketchikan Road 778.1 (194.2) 3) 0

"9 As compared with Mainline Service Focus (June 1980 Plan); all figures are discounted

:) Brackets denote cost or time increases rather than savings.

*) Major changes in service patterns make comparison based on existing demand invalid.

Comments

Includes benefits to 3 million induced passengers.
Includes benefits to 0.5 million induced
passengers.

Includes benefits to 25,000 induced passengers.

(Involves an increase in unserved demand; added
(capacity provided only when demand cut of

(YPrt/Stikine exceeds capacity.

20-year totals.
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e Acquire a high-speed catamaran-type ferry to provide service in the
Hollis-Ketchikan-Clarence Straits region. Supplement Hollis-

Ketchikan service with alternate-day service by the Aurora.

5. Stikine Corridor Focus - This option emphasized development of a mid-
region roadaccess to supplement mainline ferry service. The two
preferred corridor options were evaluated in the systems context, and a
third option--constructing a road from Ketchikan to the Canadian border

with a connecting link to Wrangell--was also included.

The three Stikine options therefore involved:

0 Constructa road from Wrangell to the Canadian border. Provide
shuttle ferry service between Wrangell and Petersburg via Blind

Slough.

0 Constructa road from Petersburg to the Canadian border. Provide
shuttle ferry service between Wrangell and Petersburg via Blind

Slough.

o Construct a vroad from Ketchikan to the Canadian border with a
connecting link to Wrangell. Operate ferry services south of

Ketchikan/Hollis and north of Wrangell.

It should be noted at the outset that definition of these focus areas was

not meant to suggest that all service improvements should be focused in a
single region. Rather the intent was to determine the relative system-wide
impacts associated with these various iImprovements and select those which

offered the greatest benefits relative to their costs.

As mentioned earlier, these scenarios were assessed under a range of alter-
native investment levels in terms of meeting projected Seattle/Prince Rupert
demand. Tables 3.8 opposite and 3.9 overleaf summarize the general findings
first for scenarios which would meet the full Ilevel of demand and secondly,

for scenarios which would meet only combined demand out of the southern

termi ni .



FABLE 3.9

LONG-TERM SYSTEM OPTIONS

Option

Mainline Service Focus

Lynn Focus:

- road
- high-speed ferry

Sitka Focus:

- Baranof
- Rodman Bay
- high-speed ferry

Prince of Wales Focus:

- Tolstoi Bay

- Red Bay

high-speed shuttle
- high-speed loop

Stikine Focus:

- Wrangell Road
- Petersberg Road

- REDUCED

Net Cost
to State
(s*Mi 1TTons)

S583.

702.
530.

569.
554.

9

N

511.6

492.
536.
484.
485.

640.
607.

N O O

INVESTMENT SCENARIOS

Seattle Peak

Pas”~enner Demand Impactsl)
Served by Government Cost User Cost
Not served Diversion Savings2) Savings2)
m (3 Mill ions) (3 Millions)
1 8% 2.0%
4.5 12.4 3(118.6) 373.1
1.9 11.9 53.0 9.1
13.1 4.8 14.2 (3.6)
13.1 4.8 29.5 4.8)
1.9 10.4 72.3
6.7 6.1 91.9 (1.1)
6.7 6.1 47.8 (1.0)
3.3 3.4 99.3 (0.2)
3.3 3.4 98.7 (0.2)
8.0 10.4 (56.6) 3.5
8.0 10.4 (23.3) 3.1

x)As compared with the Mainline Service Focus (June 1980 Plan); all figures are discounted 20-year totals.

2)Brackets denote increases

in cost or time rather than savings.

User Time
Savings2)

(Mil lion hours)

(1.9
(1.9)

(@}
o
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Examination of the findings indicates Tfirst that if demand is to be met
throughout the system, the least costly methods from the government perspec-
tive involve changes in service to Prince of Wales Island. The Tolstoi Bay
and high-speed catamaran options both offer government cost savings as
compared with the Mainline Service Focus and cause only minor (and gener-

ally beneficial) impacts 1in user costs and travel time.

The second table, (Table 3.9) which compares the “reduced 1investmentl
scenarios, also highlights some significant findings. For example, it would
appear that by viewing combined Seattle/Prince Rupert vehicle demand as a
single market and accepting transfer of vehicles from one departure port to
the other, substantial cost savings can be realized relative to the Mainline
Service Option with very little reduction in either the total passengers
served or the quality of service provided. In the Lynn and Sitka high-speed
ferry options in particular, mainline schedules can be rearranged such that
the system continues to meet virtually all of the Seattle passenger demand,
yet no new mainline vessels would be required until the late-1990s. The
Prince of Wales Focus options also succeed in meeting a substantial portion

of the Seattle demand. In these cases, however, a new mainline vessel would

be required by the early-1990s.

Overall, the Sitka shuttle appears to offer the most attractive features Iin
terms of meeting demand at a low level of new investment while generating
the sane benefits in terms of user cost and travel time as those achieved
under the more costly Mainline Service Option. The Sitka Shuttle option is
closely followed by high-speed Lynn service which generates Jlower system
savings in terms of government costs but, by operating out of Echo Cove,

offers cost savings to existing and induced Lynn traffic.

Also attractive are the Tolstoi Bay terminal and Prince of Wales high-speed
ferry options. In the 1long-term, however, these options by themselves
require a fairly early decision on new mainline capacity in order to meet
demand and involve some negative impacts in terms of user cost and user

travel time.



After detailed consideration of the implications of these findings, it was
recommended that a “combination® scenario should form the long range plan
for surface transportation 1in the region. Specifically it was suggested

that:

t the features of the short-term plan be carried over into the long term
with the Matanuska operating out of Seattle and two high-speed catamaran-
type ferries operating in the Prince of Wales-Ketchikan-Clarence Straits

region;

e that two larger high-speed SES-type ferries be purchased for peak season
operations. One would provide daily round trip service between Sitka and
Juneau with stops at Angoon, Tenakee Springs and Hoonah. The second
would provide twice daily round trip service between Juneau/Auke Bay,

Haines and Skagway;

 that the Matanuska operate on an “open jaw"™ or alternating terminus
route, sailing Tfirst from Seattle, through the region and terminating at
Prince Rupert, then sailing back through the region and terminating in
Seattle. On this route the Matanuska would serve Sitka en route from and
en route to Seattle (a total of three times in two weeks) but would not

serve the Lynn Canal;

e that the Columbia operate on a similar “open jaw®™ route, but serving the
Lynn Canal rather than Sitka, and that the Malaspina and Taku operate on

mainline routes between Prince Rupert and Haines/Skagway;

e that the LeConte continue to provide feeder service for passengers and

heavy vehicles in the Sitka-Petersburg and Sitka-Juneau corridors;

e that the Aurora be used in the Prince Rupert - Juneau corridor, also

providing heavy freight service to Prince of Wales Island.

e that to offset the failure to provide full service out of Seattle,

private operators be encouraged to provide vehicle capacity between

Seattle and the Southeast Region.
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4 - TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The analysis described 1in the preceding sections was drawn together to
generate an updated transportation plan for Southeast Alaska. The goals,
objectives, policies and features of this plan are stated in the following

sections.

4.1 - Goals

As stated previously, the goal of the transportation plan is to provide a
means of serving the transportation demands of Alaskan residents, and to
provide the transportation services necessary to support the regional

economy, while recognizing that these aims must be accomplished 1in a

fiscally responsible manner.

4.2 - Objectives

Since these goals often involve conflicting pressures, the objective in
defining the plan was to find a balance between service levels and cost

where service level objectives included:

e providing capacity to meet demand;
e maximizing service frequency;
e minimizing travel time;

e minimizing travel cost;

and cost objectives included:

e minimizing capital expenditures;

e minimizing system operating deficits.



In

all cases, an associated objective was to minimize adverse social,

economic and environmental impacts within the Region.

4.

- Policies

As part of meeting the goals and objectives, certain policies were proposed
with vregard to the provision of transportation services. These were as
follows.

Ensure that all residents of Southeast Alaska have access to at least a

minimum transportation service.

Encourage the provision of transportation in the Region by private

operators where they are able to provide an adequate and competitive

service.

Define potential transportation/utility corridors and encourage the US

Forest Service and mining interests to construct future resource road

development within these corridors where practical.

Avoid duplication of transportation services by the State except in the

interest of public safety or service reliability requirements.

Avoid duplication of public and private transportation operations.

Promote the concepts that different modes will offer a natural competi-
tive advantage 1in different regions and encourage development of modes

best suited to the community®s specific needs.

Provide opportunity for effective public participation in transportation

deci sions.



e Complete runway extensions at the airports in Kake, Hoonah and Klawock.

e Upgrade and/or expand seaplane facilities at Angoon, Pelican, Tenakee

Springs, Thorne Bay, Whale Pass, Craig and Metlakatla.

e Introduce improved navigation aids:

- relocate VHF transmitters where necessary to provide improved line-of-

sight reception;

- introduce microwave Jlanding systems (MLS) at airports served by jet

aircraft and also at Klawock airport;

- provide nondirectional radio beacons (NDB) at all airports which have

scheduled air services;

- as funds permit, introduce runway lighting at regional airports to
permit night-time VFR operations and improve safety 1in poor weather

conditions;

e Review and develop a policy on the provision of emergency landing

strips.

Long-Term (1991 -2005)

0 Support development of float plane facilities 1in regional communities as

service and demand require.

s If current community opposition is withdrawn at Angoon, Pelican and
Tenakee Springs, support development of new airports in these communities

as part of a wheel-based regional airport system.
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Ensure that clearance is available at both existing and new airports to
permit ultimate extension of runways to 4000 feet in order to accommodate

larger commuter aircraft.

- Marine Highway System Plan

Short-Term (1986-1990)

»

Lon

Operate the Matanuska and Columbia out of Seattle in the peak season.

Increase Aurora service in the Prince Rupert-Petersburg corridor.

Subject to analysis by the Alaska Marine Highway System as to the most
appropriate design/configuration, acquire two medium-capacity, mid-range,
high-speed ferries to supplement peak service in the Ketchikan-Hollis-

Clarence Straits regions.

g-Term (1991-2005)

Subject to Marine Highway analysis as to the most appropriate
design/configuration, acquire two larger high-speed ferries to provide

peak season service in the Sitka-Juneau and Juneau-Lynn corridors.

Operate the Matanuska on an “open jay;l route between Seattle, Sitka,
Juneau and Prince Rupert, bypassing the Lynn Canal but calling at the

other mainline ports.

Operate the Columbia on an “open jaw"™ route between Seattle, Juneau, the
Lynn Canal and Prince Rupert, bypassing Sitka but calling at the other

mainiine ports.

Operate the Malaspina and Taku between Prince Rupert and Haines/Skagway

calling at Ketchikan, Wrangell, Petersburg and Juneau.



e Operate the Aurora in the Prince Rupert-Juneau corridor providing at

least weekly service to Hollis and Hyder.

e Operate the LeConte in the Juneau-Sitka-Petersburg corridors providing

service to Pelican, Hoonah, Tenakee Springs, Angoon and Kake.

e Operate the two smaller high-speed ferries 1in the Ketchikan-Prince of

Wales-Metlakatla corridor.

0 Provide ferry service to Gustavus when supported by the community.

e Review the continuing role of high-speed ferries in the Southeast Marine
Highway System and evaluate the need for additional high-speed vessels

and routes.

« As traffic demand develops, review the possible need for a new mainline

vessel to operate out of Seattle by the late 1990s.

« In the interim, encourage private operators to provide additional vehicle
carrying capacity between Seattle and the Southeast Region to meet the

needs of tourist and resident travelers.

4.6 - Road System Plan

Short-Term (1986-1990)

$ Continue upgrading and maintenance of existing road links in the region.

e Ensure that communities are provided with surface access routes to air

and marine terminals.

Long-Term (1991-2005)

e Current projections for population growth and economic development
suggest that inter-community links will continue to be best served by

Marine Highway and air transportation.
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Monitor demand on the Lynn Canal vroute to ascertain when developments

warrant reassessment of a Juneau-Haines-Skagway road link.

Re-evaluate road corridors and transportation technology developments on

a periodic basis.

.7 - Ongoing Planning Process

Continue an ongoing regional planning process to maintain a data base, to
evaluate changes 1in transportation demands, and to periodically update

the Regional Transportation Plan.

Encourage ongoing development of management information systems to

provide reliable, up-to-date data on transportation facilities and modal

operati ons.

Assignh priority to the development of:

-marine highway traffic data including passenger origin/destination

patterns and vehicle characteristics;

- air traffic data for jet, commuter and air-taxi operations;

- inventory of aviation facilities;

- assignable cost data for public transportation services.

Maintain historical records of changes in transportation patterns in

response to the introduction of new services.
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Southeast Alaska Transportation
Plan Reports

1. Technology Evaluation, Acres International Corporation, June 1985.

2. Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives - Juneau Access (Lynn/Taku
Corridors), Acres International Corporation, March 1986.

3. Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives - Ketchikan/Southern Terminus
Corridor, Acres International Corporation, Marcli 1986.

4. Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives - Sitka Access, Acres
International Corporation, March 1986.

5. Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives - Stikine Corridor, Acres
International Corporation, March 1986.

6. Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives - Prince of Wales Island Access,

Acres International Corporation, March 1986.

7. Service to Isolated Communities, Acres International Corporation,
April 1986.

8. Evaluation of A”r System Alternatives, Acres International
Corporation, March 1986.

9. Evaluation of Surface System Alternatives, Acres International
Corporation, April 1986.

10. Data Quality, Sensitivities and Reliability of Results, Acres
International Corporation, April 1986.

11. Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan, Draft, Acres International
Corporation, April 1986.

12. Record of Community Response, Acres International Corporation, June
1986.



Other Reports
1. Southeastern Alaska Transportation Plan, Alaska Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities, June 1980.

2. Report and Recommendations of the Alaska Marine Highway Task Force,
Alaska Marine Highway Task Force, April 1984.

3. 1982 Southeast Region Transportation Workshops, Public Record, Alaska
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities, April 1982.

4. Annual Traffic Volume Report, Alaska Marine Highways System, 1977 -
1984.

5. A Delphi Forecast of Alaska®s Development to the Year 2000 ft Beyond,
Alaska Department of Commerce ft Economic Development, June 1983.

6. Reconnaissance Study, Stikine Highway Access, Alaska Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities, November 1984.

7. Alaska Planning Information, Alaska Department of Labor, February
1985.

8. Southeastern Alaska Transportation User Survey, Tippetts-Abbett-
McCarthy-Stratton, P.C., March 1983.

9. Alaska Population Overview, 1982, Alaska Department of Labor, 1983.

10. Final Report, Southeastern Alaska Transportation Study, Wilbur Smith
and Associates, December 19/9.

11. Tongass Land Management Plan, Evaluation Report, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Forest Services Division, November 1984.

12. Alaska Traveler Survey and Visitor Industry Analysis, Alaska Department
of Commerce % Economic Development, Division of Tourism, August 1984.



SOUTHEAST ALASKA TRANSPORTATION PLAN

STATE OF ALASKA

Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities

Southeast Alaska Transportation
Plan

Post Office Box 31000

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Andrew Hughes, State Project Manager

A c, r.Aer.ta"a Ra”-ng Cenfor c* *cjj.a



	HTRA 87 Work Session AK Marine Highway File 1 1-29-87



