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IN THE SENATE BY THE TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

CS FOR SENATE BILL NO. 210 (Transportation)
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to planning for and funding of
expansion of and improvements to the state transpor—
tation system; and providing for an effective date."
BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:
* Section 1. PURPOSE. The purpose of this Act is to
@D ensure that Jlong-range transportation planning 1includes
consideration of projects for expansion of and improvements to transporta—
tion systems in the state; and
2 designate a source of funding for projects to expand and
make improvements to the highway transportation system that are identified
through the transportation planning process.
* Sec. 2. AS 19.05.030 1is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(b) The department shall designate 10 percent of the state’s
annual expenditure of federal aid highway funds for planning and con—
struction of projects to expand the state"s highway system, including
the Alaska marine highway system, that are identified under AS 19.10.-
140.

* Sec. 3. AS 19.10.140 is amended to read:

Sec. 19.10.140. LONG-RANGE PROGRAM FOR HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION AND
MAINTENANCE. The governor shall require the department to establish a
continuing, Jlong-range program Tfor highway construction, including
expansion of and improvements to the highway system, and maintenance.
The program must annually project proposed construction and mainte-
nance of highways for not less than the next succeeding five years. A

SB0210b -1- CSSB 210(Trsp)
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statement of the program shall be submitted by the governor to the
legislature annually, and the 1long-range program shall include in
detail the program prepared under AS )0,10.150.

Sec. 4. AS 44.42.050(a} is amended to read;

(2) The commissioner shall develop annually a comprehensiy

interaodal, long-range transportation plan for the state. In develop—
ing and revising the state plan, the commissioner shall consider means
and costs of expanding and improving existing modes and facilities,
state and federal subsidies, and the costs and benefits s . new trans—
portation inodes and facilities. The commissioner shall also consider
the recommendation of the Alaska Transportation Planning Council. The
plan shall be submitted to the governor for review and approval and

submitted by the governor to the legislature.

* Sec. 5, This Act takes effect January 15, 1991.

/A ] «\/ do {ugre *

CSSB 210(Trsp) . -2-



[op}

10

n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Introduced:"" 379/89
Referred: Transportation and Finan”a
m" - : : g <\
v
IN THE SENATE BY DUNCAN
SENATE BILL NO. 210
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION
A BILL
For an Act entitled: "An Act relating to planning forand funding of

expansion of and major improvements to the state
transportation system; and providing for an effective

date."

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

* Section 1. PURPOSE. The purpose of tb"s Act is to

(&H) ensure that Jlong-range transportation planningincludes

consideration of projects for expansion of and major 1improvements to

transportation systems in the state; and

make

2 designate a source of funding for projects to expand and

major improvements to the highway transportation system that are

identified through the transportation planning process.

* Sec. 2. AS 19.05.030 1is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(b The department shall designate 10 percent of the state ™

annual allocation of federal aid highway funds for planning andcon—
struction of projects to expand or make major improvements to the

state"s highway system, including the Alaska marine highway systen,

that are identified under AS 19.10.140.

Sec. 3. AS 19.10.140 is amended to read:

Sec. 19.10.140. LONG-RANGE PROGRAMFOR HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION AND
MAINTENANCE. The governor shall require the department to establish a
continuing, Jlong-range program for highway construction, 1including
expansion of and major improvements to the highway system, and mainte-

nance. The program must annually project proposed construction and

SB0210a - - SB 210
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maintenance of highways for not leeo than the next succeeding five
years. A statement of the program shall be submitted by v.he governor
to the legislature annually, and the long-range program shall include
in detail the program prepared under AS 19.10.150,

* Sec. 4. AS 44.42.050(a) 1is amended to read:

(a) The coimiasiorier shall develop annually a comprehensive,
intermodal, long-range transportation plain for the state. |In develop—
ing and revising the state plan, the commissioner shall consider means
and costs of expanding and making major 1improvements to [IMPROVING]
existing modes and facilities, state and federal, subsidies, and the
costs and benefits of new transportation modes and facilities. The
commissioner shall also consider the recommendation of the Alaska
Transportation Planning Council. The plan shall bo submitted to the
governor for review and approval and submitted by the governor to the
legislature.

* Sec. 5. This Act takes effect January 15, 19?1.
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DOT&PF ANALYSIS CsSSB 210

Based on a quick preliminary review of the Committee Substitute,

we do not anticipate a fiscal impact. We are, however, reviewing
this further.
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ANALYSIS - SB 210

Senate Bill 210 (SB 210) amends the statutory responsibility of DOT & PF by
adding language that requires the department to designate 10s of federal
highway funds specifically for expansion and major improvements to the
state's highway system. SB 210 further requires DOT & PF to establish long
range construction programs that include these types of projects.

DOT & PF is currently charged with the responsibility to plan, construct, and

maintain a state highway system based on a comprehensive, coordinated, and
continuing long-range transportation plan.  SB 210 simply provides additional
policy direction f> this process.

There is no fiscal impact from the Bill.
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INFORMATION SHEET

1) TOP PRIORITY IS TO PROVIDE ACCESS TO THE CAPITOL.

2) Of all the continental states of the United States,
Alaska's capital, Juneau, is the only one that is not
connected by highway to the rest of the state, denying most
Alaskans direct land access to the seat of government.

3) Connects Juneau with two year-round transportation
routes through both Haines and Skagway.

4) Provides a very broad spectrum of increased recreation
opportunities.

5) Would accommodate and encourage future growth in the
tourist industry.

6) Provides opportunities for businessmen and
entrepreneurs.

7) The highway passes through highly mineralized areas.
8) The land is primarily federally and state owned.

9) Provides daily service by truck or bus to both Skagway
and Haines.

10) By using the federal matching funds, construction coulr
begin in 2 years upon completion of the Economic Impact
Statement. Actual construction time of the job itself would
be approximately 3 years.

11) The highway and it's right of way between Juneau,
Haines, and Skagway will provide a corridor for pipelines
and hydro-electric transmission lines.

12) The road would enable Alaska Marine Highways to turn
the ferries around at Juneau/Auke Bay, thus allowing an

approximate 20% increase in ferry service to the rest of
Southeast Alaska.

13) Due to greater convenience and the decreased cost of
travelling, traffic on the Lynn Canal Highway is estimated
to increase a minimum of 400% over current ferry travel.



JUNEAU ACCESS CORRIDORS

ROUTE DESCRIPTION COST IN MILLIONS
A. Continue Existing System $ 68.7*
B. Eastside Road/Chilkoot Inlet Bridge 337.7
C. Eastside Road/Haines-Skagway Road 291.2
D. Westside Road via St. James Bay 222.5
E. Westside Road via WM. Henry Bay 172.4
F. Shuttle to Sullivan Is./Road to Haines 141.6

G. Eastside Road to Katzehin R./Shuttle Haines/Sgy 223.7

H. Eastside Road to Skagway/Shuttle to Hain-'-s Rpg Y
l. High Speed Ferries 104.6
J. Taku Inlet Route with Bridge 202.5
K. Taku Inlet Route with Ferry 143.0
L. S.B. 124 Route with Ferry to Chilkat Pennisula, 102.1

and roau connecting Haines and Skagway

‘Figures taken from Southeast Alaska Transportation Pian,
Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives, Juneau Access
(Lynn/Taku Corridors), page 3-7.



ESTIMATED ANNUAL MAINTENANCE COSTS

District 4 - 32 miles new construction

District 2 - 33 miles new construction
14 miles re-construction

A total of 8maintenance personnel wouldberequired. The
cost of this personnell is included inthefigure below.
Total estimated annual road maintenance cost is: $1,200,000

Page -



SHUTTLE FERRY INFORMATION

COST: $ 6,000,000 per shuttle ferry
$ 25,000 annual maintenance per shuttle ferry

DIMENSIONS: 200 ft. X 50 ft.
SPEED: 12 m.p.h.
ENGINE: Diesel power

WEIGHT: Maximum gross capacity 100 tons



EMPLOYMENT BREAKDOWN FROM MINING IN BERNERS BAY

Management

Kensington

29

Jualin

[y

Maintenance
Engineers
Geologists
Underground
Mechanics
Electricians
Samplers
Surveyors
Clerks
Metallurgist

Environmental Tech.

Assaver
Laborer

Bucker
Refiner
Secretaries
Security
Safety
Nurse
Cooks
Janitorial
Plumber
Carpenter
Accounting
Personnel
Purchasing
Operators

TOTAL
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ESTIMATED RETURNS FROM MINING INDUSTRY IN BERNERS BAY AREA

Kensington (Echo Bay) $17,000,000 Goods & Services
10,000,000 Payroll
bstimated annual wages & services $ 27,000,000
Estimated 10 year wages & services $270,000,000
Jualin (Curator American) $ 5,000,000 Goods & Services
$ 6,500,000 Payroll
Estimated annual wages & services $ 11,500,000
Estimated 10 year wages & services $115,000,000

Difficult access (No road access currently available).



SHUTTLE FERRY ANNUAL OPERATING AND REVENUE PROJECTIONS

2 Captains 18(26.49) = $476.82
2 Engineers 18(24.64) = 443.52
4 Deck Hands 36(16.24) = 584.64
TOTAL PER DAY $ 1504.98
TOTAL PER YEAR $549,317.70

Fuel cost estimates based on $1.40 per gallon
18 hours at 65 gallons per hour = 1170 gallons per day,

TOTAL PER DAY $ 1638.00
TOTAL PER YEAR $597,870.00
WAGES $549,317.70
FUEL 597,870.00
MAINTENANCE 25,000.00
TOTALANNUALOPERATING $1,172,187.70
ANNUALOPERATING FOR2 FERRIES $2,344,375.40
TOTAL VEHICLE PROJECTIONS' 172,300
75% = 129,225 19 ft. vehicles at$ 9.08 =$1,173,363
25% = 43,075 30 ft. vehicles at $20.72 = 892,514
3 people per vehicle = 516,900 at $4.38 =$2,264,022
TOTAL REVENUE PROJECTIONS $4,329,899
Less operating costs (2,344,375)

NET PROFIT $1,985,524



Province of Ministry of 940 Blanshard Street

British Columbia Transportation Victoria ]
d High British Columbia
an Ignways V8W 3E6
SEPUTY MINIST Phone: 367-3280

DEPUTY MINISTER

October 20, 1988

Mr. Leslie E. Swanson
113 West 5th Street
Juneau, Alaska
U.S.A., 99801

Dear Mr. Swanson:

Reference is made to your  telephone  conversation with
Mr. P. J. Bonser, Acting Director, Traffic and Design, on Friday,
October 7, 1988, concerning a road connection between Atlin, British
Columbia and Juneau, Alaska via the Taku Valley.

I advise you that this Ministry has no plans at this time to make
this connection and has not carried out any preliminary studies or
design.

Yours truly,

Acting Deputy Minister



PUBLIC SUPPORT

Signatures on petitions: More than 6000.
Capital City Weekly Poll results: In favor - 74-;
Opposed - 26%

Representative Ulmers Survey results: "Four times

residents in favor as opposed. Pro = 90

Con = 20.

as

many



IS PROJECT WOULD BE AUTHORIZED DY S« 124
AMD FUMDEO UNOER SB 125 - SPONSORED BY SENATOR JACK COGMILL

FUNDING AND CONSTRUCTION WOULD TAKE PLACE
OVER A FIVE YEAR PERIOD

LYNN CANAL HIGHWAY PROJECT

ROAD roJUNEAU

FERRY TERMINAL

LYNN CANAL
SHUTTLE FERRY
FERRY TERMINAL
SOUTHERN PORTION
TO JUNEAU PRESENT END 41 MILES OF ROAO
FC—— OF ROAD t54 MILLION FEDERAL
t5 MILLION STATE

APPROXIMATE AREA
PROPOSEO FOR
WIL ERNESS WITHDRAWAL SMS?

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF CONSTRUCTION = *102,050,000

T 93,222,575
1 8,827,325

FEDERAL SHARE
STATE SHARE

TO ANCHORAGE
AND FAIREANKS

*Grdy
NORTHERN PORTION
16 MILES OF ROAD
3.75 MILE TUNNEL
139 MILLION FEDERAL
13.7 MILLION STATE

TO WHITEHORSE"
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LIST OF KEY BACKGROUND REPORTS

A Delphi Forecast of Alaska's Development to the Year
2000 & fleyond, Alaska Department of Commerce ft Economic

Development, June 1983.

Alaska Economic Trends. Turbulent Times in Alaska's
Financial Industry. November 1988.

Alaska Economic Trends. Winter Tourism is Alaska - Not
an Anomaly. Alaska Department of Labor, December 1988.

Alaska Marine Highway Draft System Plan, November 1986.

Alaska Marine Highway System - The Community
Perspective, Ayers ft Associates, April 1987.

Alaska's Mineral Industry 1987, Division of Geological
ft Geophysical Surveys Special Report 41.

Alaska Transportation Recap 1988. The Alaska Public
Affairs Journal, Fall 1988.

Axaska Visitors Statistics Program. Alaska Visitor
Arrivals Fall/Winter/Sprina 1.987-1988, Dept of Commerce
ft Economic Development Division of Tourism.

Annual Traffic Volume Report. Alaska Marine Highways
System, 1977 - 1987.

Echo Pay Mines Annual Report 19P7. Echo Bay Mines.
Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives - Juneau Access
(Lynn/Taku Corridors). Acres International Corporation,
March 1986.

Gold - Copper Mineralization of the Chilkat Peninsula &
Islands, United States Dept, of the Interior.

Jualin Mine Access, Exploration, ft Bulk Sampling,
Revised 3/29/88. Environmental Assessment Juneau
Ranger District Tongass National Forest Alaska Region.

Population Estimates and Projections for Alaska 1980 -
1991, Alaska Department of Labor.

Record of Community Response. ACres International
Corporation, June 1986.
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16) Eeggft fry the Alaska Legislative Economic Recovery
Team. Republican House oOf Representatives, February
m i.

17) Report o( .Investigation 88-8. Z?rel iminarv Geology of
the Northern Chrlkat Range. Southeastern ak. W.G.
Gilbert.

1D Southeast Aluaks Transmission Inturtm. Alaska Powur
Authority. Awugust 1987.

19) SgM._ym«st...AlI-SAXs Transportation Flan. Jicra*
International Corporation, April 191ft.

20) S.0-Ulhaast_ Alaska Transportation Plan, Acrt»»
International Corporation, Juns 1986.

21) Technology Evaluation. Acras International Corporation,
September 1989).

22) Tourlirn 1In Alaska, A Isport by the House Finance
Subconuui Ctas on ths Department of Commerce and
Nconoaic Development Division of Tourism, January 1986.

23) Transportation Requirements for the Growth of Northwest

North America, &7th Congress, 1st Session House
Document No. 176, Volume 1 Nay 25, 1961.
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SECTION 1

PURPOSE OF REPORT

In late September 1988, Juneau Senator James Duncan
requested the assistance of the Juneau Economic Development
Council 1in investigating the pursuit of improved road
access to and from Juneau. Specifically, he requested the
JEDC to attempt two tasks:

o First, review recommended road development options

proposed and studied to date and determine which
is the most timely and cost effective to pursue
from this point forward; and

o Second, determine if there 1is any consensus within

the community ani region for that or any other
road development option.

Senator Duncan 1indicated in his request that the JEDC
study effort would have to proceed without monetary
support. He further indicated that the study®s findings
and recommendations would be needed by his office no later
than early March 1989 to allow him to propose and advance
through the state legislature the allocation of resources
necessary to initiate a sustained effort aimed at
implementing the recommendations advanced by this report.

The study effort culminating in this report required
the expenditure of approximately $3,000 of JEDC funds 1in
out-of-pocket expenses. In addition, the community of
local civil engineers contributed the equivalent of
approximately $25,000 - $30,000 of billable professional
services to this effort.



SECTION 11

METHODOLOGY

Access Options

Since 1921 a wide range of options have been proposed
and studied for the development of improved road access to
and from Juneau (see appendix A). While many were similar
in ac( Je or configuration, differences existed in the form
of specific variations of routing, construction parameters
and design.

To create some manageable parameters to this study
effort, six options were identified around which the many
variations could be identified. These options, however,
were postulated as "generic" and the study fully recognizes
that variations exist.

This generic approach made it possible to develop cost
estimates whose val ™c rested as much in their comparative
value as providing u.”rget estimates around which specific

design and construction could be initiated. The ability to
compare one option to another was a critical demand of this
study & design from the beginning. In spite of significant

resources spent on various investigations 1in the past, this
ability to reasonably compare one option to another based
on a single set of standards and design parameters did not
exist at the outset of this study.
The six generic access options identified for purposes
of executing a comparative review and analysis are:
A. Taku River:
This option would require road construction to
begin at road ™ end south of Juneau and proceed
up tne Taku River Valley, connecting to the
existing road system in British Columbia south of
the community of Atlin.
B. Juneau-Haines East:
This option would require road construction to
begin at road ™ end just south of Berner ™ Bay
and proceed northward along the Lynn Canal
shoreline to a point almost due east of Haines.
A shuttle ferry would link the road to Haines
and a second shuttle would link Haines with
Skagway .



C. Juneau-HaineB-Skagway:
Thi~ option would differ from Option B by
replacing the Haines/Skagway ferry link with a
hard surface road.

D. Juneau-Haines West:
This option would require shuttle ferry service
east-west across Lynn Canal from the current
road s end to a point in the vicinity of Willianm
Henry Bay. Road surface would be constructed
northward along the west shoreline of Lynn Canal
with bridging to the existing road system on
the Chilkat Peninsula, connecting at a point
just north of the Haines airport. A shuttle ferry
would provide access between Haines and Skagway.

E. Ferry Service:
This option would simply continue the existing
ferry service between Juneau, Haines and Skagway
in its present form. This option provides a
baseline scenario against which to compare the
other options studied.

F. High Speed Shuttle Ferry:
This last option would provide high speed shuttle
ferry service between Juneau, Haines and Skagway
utilizing two high speed vessels each capable of
providing 2-3 round-trips per day within a
16-18 hour period. While this option 1is defined
here as departing from a point near current road ™
end on the east side of Lynn Canal north of
Juneau, the same scenario is possible operating
out of the existing Auke Bay Ferry Terminal. A
point of departure from the northern end of the
existing road system only becomes critical when
running time saved by the shorter distance 1is
sufficient to provide increased frequency within
the proposed 16-18 hour time period.

Construction Cost Estimates

Construction cost estimates were calculated based on
the following base assumption.

First, Federal Secondary Highway standards were adopted
for base design.

Second, a project study period of 25 years was
established for purposes of calculating operation and
maintenance costs for each option.

Third, revenues from shuttle and mainline ferry service
were estimated across the same 25 year project study period
and credited against ferry system operation and maintenance
expenses 1in calculating total project costs.



All cost estimates wers generated in terms of 1989
dollars. A 10% rate of return was built into the
calculations across the 25 year project study period to
keep cost estimates tied to 1989 dollar values.

Design and engineering services and contract
administration costs were calculated at 10% and 12%
respectively. Contract administration costs are normally
calculated at a rate of 15%, however, given potential
economy of scale savings, a reduced rate of 12% was used
for calculations. In addition, a contingency factor of
5-10% was 1included in construction cost estimates.
Normally, contingency, design services and contract
administration are usually calculated at a combined rate of
up to 40%. The combined rate of 30% used 1in this study
effort represents minimum estimates.

Costs for the construction and maintenaince of 0&M
facilities were included as project lengths were considered
too excessive to service from existing facilities.

Customs facility costs were calculated for the Taku
River option only, as they already exist on the road
systems running north out of Haines and Skagway.

Avalanche shed costs were calculated based on tl.e
assumption that the respective options were to be kept open
at all times.

Generating cost estimates for each of the proposed road
options was a difficult task at best. The difficulty was
compounded by the fact that several options did not have
associated ground surveys arl other field data normally
available upon which to base detailed estimating. To
offset some of this disadvantage, selected representatives
from the volunteer engineering community who worked on this
project, including a member of the JEDC board, visually
surveyed the proposed routes by air. This reconnaisance
provided significant verification for much of the judgement
decisions made by the group during the course of their
work.

Other Considerations
X| addition to design, construction and operation and
maintenance costs, other factors were evaluated across each

option. These factors were assigned a value on a scale
from 1 to 5, with 5 representing the most positive or
highest benefit. These factors were then weighted to
recognize that, 1in a comparative matrix, some were more
significant than others. Maximum weighting was a

multiplier of 30.

The only factor assigned a weighting value of 30 was
that associated with environmental sensitivity. This
factor could have been split into many more factors with a
more specific focus as was done with the socio-economic



variables considered. To prevent socio-economic
considerations from completely dominating this review of
other considerations, environmental sensitivity was
assigned a weighting factor which approximates the total
weighting across the various socio-economic variables.

This study assumed that the significant enviornmental
problems associated with each proposed road alternative
could be mitigated. However, only a full EIS and design
can verify that assumption.

For purposes of comparison, a final overall "relative
factor” was calculated to compare the cumulative impact of
these other factors from one option to the other. For
purposes of establishing a baseline for comparison, the
existing ferry system option was assigned an overall factor
of 1. By dividing the total values of all factors
considered for each option by the total generated for the
existing ferry system option, the overall relative factor
waB determined.

Other factors considered 1include:

1. Environmental Sensitivity: (Weighted 30x)

A value of 5 (weighted 30x =150) 1indicates minimum
environmental sensitivity.

2. Geotechnical Complexities: (Weighted 3x)

A value of 5 (weighted 3x = 15) 1indicates min"munm
complexity in encountering weak/unstable/
seismically-sensitive soils.

3. All-weather Reliability: (Weighted 5x)

A value of 5 (weighted 5x = 25) indicates minimal
potential for route closures due to climatic
conditions other than avalanches, e.g. high winds,
heavy snowfall, icing, high water, etc.

4. Alternate Funding Potential: (Weighted 5x)

A value of 5 (weighted 5x = 25) 1indicates maximum
potential for economic subsidy as a result of
resource development or other funding, e.g.
foreign participation, resource development such
as mining/forest products/fisheries/tourism, and
other one-time federal sources.

5. hegiona.l Factors: (Weighted 5x)

A value of 5 (weighted 5x = 25) 1indicates maximum
benefits enhancing the socio-economic and
political integration of Juneau, Haines and
Skagway.

6. Utility Joint Use Corridors: (Weighted 10x)

A value of 5 (weighted 10x = 50) 1indicates
maximum potential use of the access option
corridor for expansion cf utilities, e.g.
electrical distribution, pipelines, etc.

7. Travel/Distance Time Factor: (V/eighted 10x)

A value of 5 (weighted 10x = 50) 1indicates



maximum benefitB realized in reducing travel
distance and travel time between major communities
within the region and to other major highways
serving the rest of the state, Canada and the
lower 48 states.

8. Staged Construction Feasibility: (Weighted 10x)
A value of 5 (weighted 10x = 50) 1indicates
maximum potential for realizing significant user
benefits as a result of staged construction.

9. Induced Traffic: (Weighted 10x)

A value of 5 (weighted I10x = 50) 1indicates
maximum potential for generating new and
additional travel patterns to, from and within
the region.

10. International Factors: (Weighted 3x)

A value of 5 (weighted 3x = 15) 1indicates
maximum benefits to Juneau and the region
enhancing the socio-economic and political
relationships with Canada and, potentially,
with Pacific Rim countries due to enhanced
trade and visitation.

11. Socio-Economic Impact - Haines: (Weighted 5x)
A value of 5 (weighted 5x = 25) 1indicates
maximum benefit to Haines socially and
economically with the least amount of
negative 1impacts.

12. Socio-Economic Impact - Skagway: (Weighted 5x)
A value of 5 (weighted 5x = 25) indicates
maximum benefit to Skagway socially and
economically with the least amount of
negative impacts.

13. Socio-Economic Impact - Juneau: (Weighted 5x)
A value of 5 (weighted 5x = 25) 1indicates
maximum benefit to Juneau socially and
economically with the least amount of negative
impacts.

The ratings assigned within each category for each
option are subjective 1in nature. A more complete and
objective approach would have necessitated a level of
effort, at a minimum, normally expended for an
enviornmental assessment. The approach adopted within this
study 1is comparative in its structure. Ratings were
assigned to delineate relative differences between options,
thus, allowing a gross level of overall discrimination
between them. The inherent limitations imposed by this
comparative approach cannot be overemphasized.

A more complete iteration of the rationale driving the
comparative ratings assigned for these "other
considerations” can be found in Section VI of this report.



That section provides an option-by-option summary of both
capital construetion/0&M cost estimates and other factors
considered.

Public inpvt as well as specific interviews played a
significant role in analyzing the comparative ratings
assigned. This input process, however, was also limited by
time and available resources.

As limited as this approach was in attempting to
identify and consider non-construction/0&M cost estimates,
the exercise was essential to satisfy the scope of this
report. The most compelling reason for reviewing these
other factors "as that such considerations have rarely been
included in previous studies, yet they shape construction
decisions as strongly as construction cost estimates.

Given the generic description of each option adopted in
this report, the reader 1is cautioned to review cost
estimates as being more an expression of order of magnitude
than detailed bidding cost estimates. This delineation of
cost estimates to such an order of magnitude permits the
general comparative analysis set out as an essential

scoping demand of this study. However, actual cost
estimates cannot be defended as falling within the +/- 10%
range a full design could ascertain. Estimates most

susceptible to falling outside of this range are those for
facets of the proposed project other than actual road
construction, e.g. tunnel construction, avalanche sheds,
bridges, etc.

Lastly, construction cost estimates | r road, bridges,
avalanche sheds, tunnels, custom facilities, maintenance
facilities and 0&M were generated by Juneau-based civil
engineers, currently or formerly employed in private
practice or with the State of Alaska. Their time was
donated to the study s effort.

Ferry system cost estimates were calculated by Alaska
Marine Highway System staff.

Rating values assigned to each of the other
considerations identified earlier in this section were made
by JEDC staff after conducting public hearings 1in Juneau,
Haines and Skagway and personal interviews with limited
number of individuals and organizations. The Southeast
Transportation Plan (1986) prepared for Alaska DOT/PF by
Acres International Corporation was utilized for
establishing comparative values across each option for
specific variables, e.g. induced traffic and time/distance
benefits. While the actual numbers proposed within this
study are questionable due to insufficient data base and
scoping, the values are useful in identifying comparative
values across each option. Induced traffic study is a
criticr activity demanded in the next level of
investigation of this overall project.






SECTION 111

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Tables 1 and 11 provide 1in matrix form the summary of

both

sets of calculations and analyses generated by this

study effort.

In

reviewing capital construction/0&M costs and the

consideration of other factors across the various options
identified, several findings emerge:

1.

When considering construction dollars alone, the
least expensive option 1is associated with

improving the marine transportation system in

Lynn Canal by adding two high speed shuttle ferries
to serve Juneau, Haines and Skagway.

Even when considering other factors (Table 11),
achieving greater access for Lynn Canal wusers
ranks as high as road construction options for the
Taku River Valley and the east, side cr" Lynn Canal.
Initiation of high speed shut«,xe ferry service
would provide the least amount of environmental
disruption or impacts and the most benefits over —
all for the communities of Haines and Skagway.
Juneau, too, will benefit significantly.

Road surface construction beyond Haines on either
the east or west side becomes substantially more
expensive and almost cost prohibitive.

Short of executing ground surveys, an Environmental
Impact Statement and actual design needed to
generate requests for construction bids within

a range of +/- 10%, the Taku River, Juneau-Haines
East and Juneau-Haines West are comparatively
competitive. Of the two Lynn Canal options, the
eastside route 1is lower 1in cost. The Taku River
is especially competitive when considering that

a significant portion of construction costs would
likely have to be borne by the Canadian government.
More than 20% of the costs 1identified for the Taku
River option are attributable to maintaining the
existing ferry service in Lynn Canal.

Even operating the existing ferry system will cost
almost as much as capitalizing and maintaining a
high-speed shuttle ferry service within the same
corridor.



Two public hearings held on conBeoutive nights in

Juneau generated mixed preferences. The first hearing drew
over two dozen participants with the majority expressing
their desire for Lynn Canal road development. The second

hearing drew similar numbers but testimony was fairly split
between those supporting road construction and those
preferring the maintenance or expansion of the existing
ferry systenm. The second hearing offered more support for
a Taku River option than the first hearing.

Individual comment, submitted by letter or by personal
contact, was mixed but slightly favored no road
construction.

The Juneau Branch of the Alaska Miners Association took
a position at there January 27, 1989 meeting which was
stated as follows:

"While the Juneau Branch of the Alaska Miners

Association favors the concept of enhanced access

to the State Capitol, it chooses at this time not

to endorse any particular plan as the Branch feels

the issue merits further study."”

- 11 -



TABLE X

JUNEAU ACCESS ROAD
CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION / 0 & M
25 YEAR PROJECT LIFE

(MILLIONS
Road Bridge Av’l'che OAM Maint. Customs OAM Ferry Ferry OAM Ferry PSAE Cont’'ct TOTALS TOTALS
ACCESS Const. Const. Sheds (1+2+3) Facil. Facil. (5+6) Term'lB VesselB (8+9) Revenue a 10% Admin. W/O OAM W/ OAM
OPTION (1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15)
A) TAKU
RIVER 109.6 20.5 3.0 5.0 2.5 4.0 1.0 0.0 29.5 72.4 -49.0 16.9 20.3 206.3 235.7
B) JUNEAU-
HAINES 78.0 12.7 15.8 5.4 2.5 0.0 0.0 2.5 18.6 75.1 -35.2 13.0 15.6 158.7 204 .0
EAST
C) JUNEAU-
SKAGWAY 230.0 28.8 32.0 8.5 2.5 0.0 0.0 2.5 4.7 30.1 -8.4 30.0 36.0 366.5 396.7
D) JUNEf.U-
HAINES 84.8 26.2 8.0 5.4 2.5 0.0 0.0 3.6 17.5 74.6 -34.8 14.3 17.1 174.0 219.2
WEST
E) FERRY 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 29.5 72.4 -49.0 0.0 0.0 29.5 52.9
F) FAST
FERRY 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 26.4 90.0 -50.2 2.9 3.4 34.9 74.7
NOTES OPTION SPECIFIC CONT'D
GENERAL B. JUNEAU-HAINES EAST
1. All figures represent 1S89 dollars with 10% per p-.ium 1. Ferry vessel costs include two shuttle vessels, the first
dollar adjustment acros-; 25 year project life. linking road’'s end to the southern point on the Chilkat
2. OAM costs assume full 11 month/year use. Peninsula, the second linking Haines and Skagway.
3. All cost categories (except PSAE and Admin) consider
capital facilities only. C. JUNEAU-SKAGWAY
4. Ferry revenue represents cash income, therefore, 1. Road construction costs are the snme as Juneau-Haines
displayed as a negative figure to offset ferry costs. East with additional costs estimated for road linking
5. Contract Admin, estimated at 12% of all capital coBts Haines and Skagway.

Tunnel costs included in road construction estimates.
Ferry costs include Bhuttle costs between east side and
the Chilkat Peninsula.

less OAM. 2.
6. Maintenance facilities included as distances along each 3.
road alternative considered too great to allow use of
existing facilities.
7. All ferry costs supplied by AMHS. JUNEAU-HAINES WEST

1. Ferry vessel costs include two shuttles, the first

OPTION SPECIFIC

A. TAKU
1. Construction costs represent the entire length of the 2.
project. Canadian road mileage is approx. 2x the length
of US miles; but construction costs are heavier on the
US side, approx. $80 million US/S50 million Canadian. E.
2. Ferry costs are the same as maintaining the existing 1.
ferry system as this option would still demand a minimum
of existing levels of service on Lynn Canal. 2.
F.
1.

linking existing road’'s end to the west, side on Lynn

Canal, the second linking Haines and Skagway.

Ferry terminal costs represent additional terminal at
existing road’s end in vicinity of Echo Cove.

EXISTING FERRY

Ferry vessel costs represent existing vessel rehab and
reconstruction only with no new vessels.

Costs estimated for existing levels of service.

HIGH SPEED SHUTTLE FERRY

Ferry costs include new high speed shuttle vessels only.



A)

F)

ACCESS
OPTION

TAKU
RIVER
JUNEAU-
HAINES
EAST

JUNBAU-
SKAGWAY

JUNEAU-
HAINBS
WEST
FERRY

FAST
FERRY

NOTES

TABLE [

JUNEAU ACCESS ROAD
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Enviorn- Geo- All- Alter- Utility Travel Socio- Socio- Socio-
mental tech Weather nate Joint Distance Staged Inter- Econ Econ Econ
Sensi- Complex- Reli- Funding Region Use Time Const. Induced national Impact Impact Impact
tivity ities ability Potent FactorsCorridor Factor Feaoib Traffic Factors Haines Skagway Juneau

30x 3x 5x 5x 5x 10x 10x 10x 10x 3x 5x 5x 5x
60.0 9.0 20.0 25.0 15.0 50.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 25.0
60.0 6.0 20.0 20.0 15.0 50.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 9.0 15.0 15.0 25.0
60.0 6.0 15.0 20.0 15.0 50.0 50.0 30.0 50.0 15.0 20.0 20.0 25.0
30.0 12.0 10.0 10.0 15.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 9.0 15.0 15.0 25.0
150.0 15.0 25.0 5.0 15.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 10.0 6.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
120.0 15.0 20.0 5.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 9.0 20.0 20.0 20.0

1. Rating"scale of 1-5 with 5 representing least impact/

grea

test benefit.

2. Ratings multiplied by weighting factor listed in

each
3. Rela
each

column heading.
tive factor calculated by dividing total value for
option by total value calculated for ferry

option.

Total
Values

319.0

325.0

376.0

261.0

266.0

309.0

Relative
Factor



SECTION 1V

CONCLUSIONS

The most cost effective and timely improvements to
access between Juneau and the existing road network in
Canada connecting the region to the rest of Alaska,
Northwest Canada, and the lower 48 states can be achieved
by enhancing the Alaska Marine Highway System. These
improvements can be achieved by implementing a high speed
shuttle ferry service augmented by mainline ferry service
during peak demand periods, particularly the summer months.

The addition of the high speed shuttle ferry service
would provide for higher frequency service and better
scheduling of that service in Lynn Canal between Juneau,
Haines and Skagway.

The implementation of high speed shuttle service can be
initiated more quickly than any of the proposed road
alternatives, thus generating greater benefits to more
people sooner.

The development of a hard surface road north of Juneau
would provide greater overall benefit to the region and
provide a more stable and long-term improvement to the
transportation and, concomitantly, to the socio-economic
infrastructure of northern Southeast Alaska.

Road construction, however, is expensive and, while
there 1is significant demand for 1its construction, that
demand 1is divided across several alternatives.

The potential for the realization of this 1increased
economic demand sufficient to justify moving a particular
alternative to full design and construction, however, 1is

already evident in the region. Mineral development on the
east side of Lynn Canal 1is potentially just a few years
from reality. Similar mineral development in northern

British Columbia and the southern Yukon Territory is
potentially as near.

The implementation of the U.S. Canada Free Trade
Agreement 1is already beginning to lure increased northwest
Canadian interest and participation in Pacific Rim trade.
That trade demands greater access to deep water ports 1in
northern Southeast Alaska and access to and between those
ports. The U.S./Canada FTA 1is also generating growing
interest and participation between U.S. and Canadian
businesses within the region.



Even though the 1initial conclusion of this report is
that the existing ferry system should be enhanced by adding
high speed shuttle ferry service., this conclusion does not
preclude the initiation of a sustained effort to advance
the development and construction of improved road access to
and from Juneau.

Three things are preventing road construction at this
time. First, sufficient information to allow the selection
of the best road alternative, 1i.e. up the east side of Lynn
Canal with shuttle service to Haines and Skagway or up the
Taku River Valley, will not be in hand until a full
Environmental Impact Statement is executed across both
scenarios.

Second, stronger economic demand is needed to convince
some policymakers that the required appropriation 1is
justified in terms of perceived and/or documented
cost/benefit ratios. While this demand could materialize
within the next few years, it is uncertain at this point in
time.

Third, funding for new road construction is lacking
statewide. Unless and until the state makes a commitment
to the construction of new roads 1in an orderly and
systematic way, local and regional economic opportunity
will continue to be lost well into the 21st century.

Enhancing the existing ferry system with the addition
of high speed shuttle ferries accomplishes three important
goals. First, 1improved access with higher frequency and
improved scheduling 1is realized as quickly as possible.
Second, when economic demand matches the level of public
demand to warrant expenditure of significant amounts of
road construction funds, these high speed shuttle ferries
can be reassigned to other legs on the AMHS which could
benefit from higher frequency/better scheduled service.

Third, sufficient time 1is permitted to execute the
necessary EIS and identify the preferred alternative for
road construction aB well as a funding source or sources to
initiate road construction.

The initiation of a sustained effort to advance the
development and construction of improved road access to and
from Juneau requires the execution of several steps before
actual design and construction can begin. A full
Environmental Impact Statement must be prepared for the two
options that emerge from this study as the most feasible
for development: the east side of Lynn Canal between Juneau
and Haines and the Taku River corridor.

This EIS effort demands the immediate allocation of

resources to execute. However, even with prompt action,
the effort will likely take two years due to the complexity
of issues involved. Besides the traditional areas of

investigation, the effort needs also to undertake a



thorough 1induced traffic demand study so that a clear
cost/benefit comparison between the two options can be
delineated.

Most importantly, a commitment to construct this and
other new roads must be made by the State of Alaska and a
plan identified for their funding. The most direct
approach, and an idea not new to this report, would be to
allocate up to 10% of the annual Aid to Federal Highway
Funds received by the State of Alaska to a new road
construction fund. While this would not amount to enough
funds in any one year to undertake full construction of
this or any other new road project, it would allow the
funding of staged construction of priority projects.
Staged construction results in full construction. Waiting
for the identification of sufficient funds to construct a
new road in its entirety almost guarantees no construction
at all.

Lastly, discussions between the State of Alaska and the
British Columbia and federal governments of Canada must be
initipZed immediately to define the threshholds of demand
and funding participation necessary to execute joint new
road construction. This 1is especially important in
examining the Taku River option to allow a full comparative
review with the east Lynn Canal corridor.

Major new road construction is a complicated and
long-term commitment. If the State of Alaska waits until
full demand is evident before initiating the initial steps
necessary to realize a project (i.e. EIS, corridor
identification, funding 1identification, Canadian
participation, etc.) road construction 1is needlessly set
back by several years. The resultant economic capture and
socio-economic benefits are set back as well and some
significant opportunities lost.



SECTION V

RECOMMENDATIONS

In summary, the following recommendations are advanced:

RECOMMENDATION 1I:

The State of Alaska, through the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities, specifically the
Alaska Marine Highway System, should initiate the
identification and allocation of resources to introduce
high speed shuttle ferry service in Lynn Canal between
Juneau, Haines and Skagway.

The actual implementation of this improved system
should begin as soon as possible.

RECOMMENDATION I1:

The State of Alaska should go on record with the
commitment to improve hard surface access to and from
Juneau, pending the results of detailed EIS and other
investigations and negotiations with Canadian British
Columbia and federal governments, either up the east side
of Lynn Canal as far north as Haines or up the Taku River
Valley.

This commitment should be to construct on of the two
alternatives recommended in this report, thereby advancing
the total process to its next logical step. Any action
short of this will result in continued non-focused debate
that will not lead to project delineation and construction.

This commitment will allow the use of federal matching
funds to execute the required EIS and cost benefit analyses
necessary to select the best of the two proposed
alternatives.

RECOMMENDATION 111:

The State of Alaska, through the Department of
Transportation and Public Facilities, should allocate
sulficient resources and execute a full Environmental
Impact Statement of the two road access alternatives
recommended in this report (Recommendation 11).

This EIS effort should be initiated in FY90.

This EIS effort should include a cost benefit analysis
of the two alternatives that includes a detailed comparison



of induced traffic generated by the two proposed
alternatives.

RECOMMENDATION 1V:

The State of Alaska, through the Office of the
Governor, should initiate immediate discussions with the
Canadian British Columbia and federal governments for the
purpose of establishing demand threshholds and the protocol
for the construction of joint road projects.

RECOMMENDATION V:

The State of Alaska should initiate a new road
construction fund by allocating up to 10% of annual federal
aid to highways appropriations to the State of Alaska for
that purpose.



SECTION VI

ACCESS OPTION REVIEW

This section presents a review of each of the six
generic access options reviewed by this study against the
captial construction/0&M cost variables and other factors
considered as displayed in Tables 1 and Il in Section 111
of this report.

OPTION A: TAKU RIVER
o Capital Construction/0&M Costs

The Taku River option would begin at road ™ end near
Thane and extend up the Taku River Valley, connecting to an
existing road south of Atlin, B.C. Total new road length
is approximately 120 miles. Approximately 44 mile3 lie on
the U.S. side of the border and the remaining 76 miles
extend from the border to the road ™ intersection south of
Atlin.

Construction on the shorter U.S. portion of the road
would be more expensive than the Canadian length due to
more difficult terrain. Over 80% of the road on the
Canadian side of the border would traverse relatively flat
topography. Conversly, approximately 66% of the U.S. road
length would traverse moderate to steep sloping terrain.

The proposed road would bridge the Taku drainage at a
point below Grizzly Bar. This would avoid the leading edge
of the Taku Glacier.

Bridging costs along the entire route mostly require
spans of 80 feet or less, although lengths of 100 feet and
greater are required in some places.

The construction of avalanche sheds are required 1in
selected locations to enable the route to be used all year
around. However, these avalanche control measures are less
demanding than other options investigated along Lynn Canal.

A road maintenance facility would be required along the
new road since its 120 mile length would be too difficult
to maintain from existing facilities in Juneau and Atlin.

Construction of custom facilities are required at the
bordex*, similar to facilities at border crossings north of
Haines and Skagway. This 1i1s the only option 1investigated
with this requirement as the facilities already exist at
the border crossings at the northern end of the Lynn Canal
corridor.

A Taku Road would still demand Lynn Canal corridor
access. As a result, at a minimum, existing ferry service
between Juneau, Haines and Skagway would need to be



maintained. The resultant ferry costs attributed to this
option are the same as those calculated in Option E
(Existing Ferry Service) for maintaining the existing ferry
system.

Since the ferry service would a.”;SO generate revenue,
this projected income has been included in the cost matrix
as a negative number to offset the total 0&H costs to the
ferry system.

Road construction costs were calculated across the
entire proposed 120 mile length, 1including the
approximately 76 miles in Canada. Approximately $50
million could be subtracted from the total cost estimates
to represent the Alaska/U.S. portion of total project
expenses. However, unless the Canadian government agrees
to participate, the project would lead nowhere and, thus,
not be competitive with other options studied on a
cost/benefit basis. For this reason, total project costs
are included.

o Other Considerations

The Taku River road project poses significant
environmental mitigation challenges. While the areas of
sensitivity are different in scope than those along the
Lynn Canal coast, this sensitivity is of the same order of

magnitude. The river valley hosts a large variety of flora
and fauna. The area 1is active with hunting/recreation
use. The relative isolation of this area is held by many

to be critical for the long-term balance of the ecosystem.

The river > mouth emerges from and into critical fish
habitat areas, compounded by management of returning salmon
from both sides of the border.

In summary, road access would have to mitigate a range
of significant environmental problems. This report assumes
these problems can be solved, but only a thorough
Environmental Impact Statement and design effort can verify
this assumption.

Soil conditions and other geotechnical complexities are
more favorable here than along the east side of Lynn Canal,
but not as favorable as along Lynn Canal ™% west side.

While keeping the road open all year long would not be
an easy task, all weather reliability is feasible with some
avalanche shed management. The lack of long stretches of
steep slopes and tunnels make twelve-month maintenance
quite feasible.

Of all options considered in this report, the Taku
option has the most potential for securing alternate
funding, that 1is funding from sources other than the State
of Alaska and federal highway assistance programs. Not
only 1is there a potential for support from specific mining
ventures, 1if and when their projects develop and the road



feacheB design certainty, but Canadian government
participation must be assumed.

This option provides no more or less, positive or
negative, 1impact on the economic, political and social
integration of northern SE Alaska than the other options
considered in this study.

The Taku road option would provide excellent
opportunities to power and other utility providers for
shared corridor use. This availability of existing
developed corridors with road access for construction and
maintenance is critical to keep utility capitalization
costs down. The Taku corridor would provide shared
corridor use for the execution of some eventual form of
shared power intertie with British Columbia.

Actual travel distance between Juneau and Whitehorse 1is
only about 20 miles longer up the Taku River Valley than

through Skagway. However, this option does not increase or
benefit travel/distance benefits between Juneau, Haines and
Skagway .

All road options investigated would provide
opportunities for staged construction, vranging from mining
access support, access to private property and greater
access for hunting, fishing and recreational use.

AlIl recent studies agree that the presence of a road
north from Juneau would increase traffic flow to and from
the community. How much induced traffic there would be is
uncertain. Comparatively, the Taku option would
significantly increase traffic from Juneau to Whitehorse
and could attract significant traffic from that area 1into
Juneau. However, this benefit is reduced by the fact that
the route would not significantly alter traffic patterns
along Lynn Canal.

The enhancement of trade and socio-economic
relationships with British Columbia and Yukon Territoy
interests is strongest with the presence of an
uninterrupted hard surface road running between Alaska and
Canada. On the relative scale adopted by this report, the
Taku option 13 rated the highest. Interruption of hard
surface road by shuttle ferries an found 1in the other
options reduces this capability somewhat.

Juneau would receive significant socio-economic benefit
from this or any of the other hard surface road options

considered in this report. However, the Taku River option
would provide the least postive impact for Haines and
Skagway than any of the other options investigated. The

Taku option would not change travel patterns within the
Lynn Canal corridor significantly.



OPTION B: JUNEAU-HAINES EAST
o Capital Construction/0&M Costs:

This option would begin at Echo Cove and proceed up the
northwest shoreline to Lynn Canal. At this point the road
would follow the shoreline of the Canal to a point
approximately due east of the lower end of the Chilkat
Peninsula. A shuttle ferry would connect the road ™ end
with the existing road system running south from Haines.
Transportation between Haines and Skagway would continue to
be provided with ferry service.

Total new road construction is approximately 43 miles
on the east side of Lynn Canal with an additional 3 miles
of new road construction required on the southern tip of
the Chilkat Peninsula.

Although these specific road points were identified for
the purpose of calculating construction estimates, the
actual location of the northern terminus of the proposed
road could vary. The termination of road construction and
construction of shuttle facilities to He.ines depends on the
delineation of several factors outside of the scope of this
report. Location of a suitable site for the shuttle
facilities on the east side of Lynn Canal and the
concomitant facilities on the southern reaches of the
Chilkat Peninsula could dictate a different road

configuration than that proposed here. Environmental
issues could dictate extension of the east side road north
as far as the Katzehin River drainage with shuttle service

direct to the existing ferry terminal in Haines.
Variations 1in cost estimates allowing for these varing
possibilities, however, did not yield significant
variations in total cost estimates. The reader is
cautioned, though, to review this option with the
understanding that the exact configuration of the:Dad ™
northern terminus and shuttling to Haines cannot be
resolved until after a full EIS 1is prepared and full design
scoped.

The steep slopes and avalanche areas along this
proposed route drive road construction costs higher than
the less demanding terrain in the Taku River Valley and
along the west side of Lynn Canal. As a result costs for
avalanche control to provide all year around access along
the route are also significantly higher.

This option requires the least amount of bridge
construction of all access options investigated. Most
bridging involve spans of 80 feet or less.

The construction of maintenance facilities are required
by this, and all other road options, as the length of the
proposed road does not make it feasible to maintain it from
existing facilities.

Ferry costs are based on estimates for a shuttle vessel



connecting the road ™ end to Haines and a separate vessel
maintaining access service between Haines and Skagway.

Two ferry terminals would be required to provide
shuttling between the road ™ end and the southern tip of
the Chilkat Peninsula.

As with all other road options, ferry revenue 1is
calculated and represented as a negative number within the
cost matrix to offset ferry system 0&M cost projections.

0 Other Considerations:

Environmentally, the most sensitive areas within the
scope of this option are in the vicinity of Echo Cove, the
terminus of proposed road construction at or south of the
Katzehin River drainage and the southern reaches of the
Chilkat Peninsula. Echo Cove 1is a critical habitat area as
well as an area actively enjoyed for recreation purposes.
The 1isolation of this area from direct road access 1is
considered by many to be critical to maintaining the
balance of its ecosystem.

In addition the southern terminus of the Chilkat
Peninsula represents the transition of the Lynn Canal
water-based ecosystem with the mainland reaches of the
Peninsula north. Even if shuttling was redirected from the
Mud Bay area on the southern peninsula to the existing
ferry terminal in Haines, shuttling from the vicinity of
the Katzehin drainage poses 1its own significant
environmental mitigation demands.

As indicated for each option, this report assums that
these environmental 1issues can be mitigated. However, only
a detailed Environmental Impact Statement and full project
design can verify this assumption.

The slopes along Lynn Canal pose the greatest potential
for encountering geotechnical complexities in the form of
weak, unstable and/or seismically-sensitive soils.

All weather reliability of this option is enhanced only
with the investment of avalanche controls. The
capitalization of these costs are significant, as
represented in the cost matrix (Table 1) and discussed
above. With these efforts, though, maintaining year around
traffic access 1is feasible.

Alternate funding is possible in the form of
participation from mining interests along the eastern side

of Lynn Canal. While these mining efforts are only 1in
exploratory stages, there full development could be
economicaly enhanced by road development. However, these

same mining interests have made it clear that their
participation would only be offered if their mines were to
be developed and if the road project had matured pa3t EIS
stages 1into full design.

Regional 1integration of northern SE Alaska 1is



comparatively equal across all road options considered
within this report.

The east side of Lynn Canal provides good potential for
joint coridor use by utilities. Extension of power from
Juneau to mining development on the northern side of
Berner > Bay is economically feasible with the presence of
a developed access corridor. Even extension of power from
Juneau to Haines becomes economically feasible.

While this road option would enhance travel time
between Juneau and Haines, the savings are mitigated by the
wait for shuttle service to and from the Chilkat peninsula.
Some additional benefits, however, are real_zed by reducing
the reliance on scheduling of existing ferry service.
Departures to and from Juneau and Haines would only he
limited by the schedule of a high frequency shuttle :ZBrry
connecting Haines to the east side of Lynn Canal.

Staged construction would provide interim benefits,
primarily access to mining development and increased
recreational access.

While additional traffic would be generated between
Juneau and points north with the construction of this
option, the extent of this 1induced traffic appears to be
inversely propor ,ional to the number of road interruptions
for shuttling by ferry. Any shuttling system provides the
potential for some bottlenecking along the corridor. For
this reason, ratings for this variable are moderate.
However, the reader 1is cautioned toremember that a full
determination of induced traffic necessitates a more
detailed study than any executed todate.

Some 1increased benefit would berealized in increasing
economic and social relationships with British Columbia and
Yukon Territory with the construction of this option, but
these benefits would not be as great as those derived from
options A and C.

As with other road options, Juneau would derive
significant benefits from the execution of this option.
Haines and Skagway would benefit as well, but those
benefits would be mitigated by potential negative 1impacts.
Easier access to Juneau could significantly alter existing

buying patterns within each community. Also, easier access
could impact the nature of the tourist industry within each
community. Because of the potential for these negative

impacts, ratings for this variable for each community were
moderate.



OPTION C: JUNEAU-HAINES-SKAGWAY
o Capital Construction/0&M Costs:

This option replaces the ferry connection between
Haines and Skagway in Option B (Juneau-Haines-East) with a
hard surface road link. While several options for
construction of such a road were examined, the option
selected for calculation of construction estimates extends
existing road surface north from Haines along the west side
of Chilkoot Inlet around the Lutak Inlet and up the west
side of the Ferbee River drainage. The road is connected
to Skagway with 2-3 miles of tunneling.

Cost estimates for the Juneau to Haines portion of this
option are the same as those provided for Option B, The
additional costs are those calculated for the Haines to
Skagway [link.

The most significant costs associated with this option

are those for tunneling. These cost are difficult to
determine without extensive ground survey and other field
investigations. Tunneling costs are directly proportional
to the character of rock encountered. Often this rock will
require reinforcement. In addition, construction
underground is more expensive than construction of the same
surface above ground. Drainage, ventilation, hauling, etc.
require more extraordinary construction measures than
surface construction. Cost estimates for this option
assumed average conditions possible for tunnel
construction. Even using average scenarios, tunneling

costs were estimated to reach $50 million per mile.
However, without detailed field investigation, these costs
are very gross estimates.

Total new road miles to be constructed by this option
add approximately 24 miles to those proposed for Option B.
Of these, 16 miles traverse steep topography.

Bridging and avalanche shed construction add
significantly to the costs for construction of this option.

Ferry costs are reduced significantly since the shuttle
ferry from the east side of Lynn Canal to Haines is the
only required ferry cost associated with this option.

While ferry 0&M costs decrease proportionately, so do
projected revenues from the shuttle system.

While construction estimates are difficult for this
option, the costs for constructing the Haines to Skagway
road link drive overall costs well beyond those of any
other option considered. These high construction costs,
alone, make this option the least feasible of those
investigated.

o Other Considerations:
The differences between this option and Option B are
generated by the substitution of the hard road link between



Haines and Skagway for the ferry service. Ratings across
factors other than construction/0&M costs considered in
this report differ from those 1in Option B 1in three major
areas.

First, increased benefit would be realized in
calculating time/distance 1impacts. With the availability
of road surface connection, travel time between Haines and
Skagway would be enhanced with the elimination of reliance
of scheduled service between the two communities.
Departure times would be at the discretion of the traveler
and would not require conformance with any scheduled
service, no matter how frequent.

Second, this 1increase 1in traveler discretion would
increase the amount of users traveling the corridor.
Induced traffic benefits would equal those of the Taku

option in relative numbers. Again, the reader 1is cautioned
that actual 1induced traffic projections are not possible
with existing data. However, existing data do suggest that

with only one shuttle leg on the entire route, 1induced
traffic would probably equal that of an access corridor
that was all hard surface.

Third, road intertie between Haines and Skagway would
generate the most benefit of the economies of the two
communities. While each community would likely experience
significant impacts, the connection of the two economies
would create opportunities both individually and in tandem

that are presently unavailable to each. Haines would be
able to take greater advantage of potential opportunities
with 1ts Canadian neighbors. The availability of a hard

surface loop to and from Whitehorse would likely greatly
increase the amount of summer RV traffic through each
community as well as expanded opportunity for destination
packaging for visitor traffic flowing north from the Inside
Passage.

While this option generates the most positive ratings
across these factors other than construction costs, these
greater benefits do not offset the proportionately higher
costs for construction, operation and maintenance.



OPTION D: JUNEAU-HAINES WEST
o Capital Construction/0&M Costs:

This option would connect the east and west sides of
Lynn Canal with shuttle service from the vicinity of Echo
Cove on the east to the vicinity of William Henry Bay on
the west. From this point new road would be constructed up
the west side of Lynn Canal connecting to Haines by bridge
across the Chilkat River over the McClellan Flats to a
point on the existing road system just north of the Haines
Airport.

Total new road construction 1is estimated at
approximately 68 miles.

This option requires more bridge construction than
options up the east side of Lynn Canal, with the
significant increase associated with bridging the Chilkat
River. Avalanche shed construction to enable twelve ."onth
open access is the least costlj of the Lynn Canal options
due to the less difficult terrain along the west side of
the Canal.

As with other road options, a maintenance facility 1is
required since service would not be feasible from existing
facilities in Haines and Juneau.

Two ferry vessels would be required to service this
option. The first is needed to provide shuttling from Echo
Cove t Wiliam Henry Bay and the second 1is required to
provide access between Haines and Skagway. Construction of
ferry terminals would be required on both ends of the Echo
Bay/William Henry Bay shuttle. These are the most
expensive terminal costs estimated across the options
explored due to specific requirements imposed by landfall
demands 1in the area of William Hvary Bay. As with other
options, projected ferry revenues are included in the cost
matrix (Table 1) as a negative number to offset ferry costs
for O&M.

o Other Considerations:

While all road construction options are significantly
environmentally sensitive, the west side of Lynn Canal
appears to be more sensitive than the others. Not only do
the specific terminus points of the shuttle ferry in Echo
Cove and William Henry Bay pose impact issues of magnitude,
but the entire length of the proposed road system traverses
an area with greater flora and fauna interaction than on
the east side. Bird habitat is more abundant and eagle
nesting 1is significant, especially on the northern end of
the route. This difference 1is considered worth noting and
calling attention to by assigning a rating associated with
a higher environmental sensitivity.

Conversely, geotechnical complexities associated with
unstable,veak and seismic-sensitive soils 1is the least



sensitive on the west side of Lynn Canal.

While all weather reliability of the road portion of
this option is as good, 1if not better, than other options,
the shuttling across a wide stretch of Lynn Canal
perpendicular to prevailing winds makes this the most
difficult optic-, to keep open across the entire year. The
shuttle system would no doubt experience proportionately
more down time due to weather conditions than other options
investigated.

Other than some private land holdings along this route,
there is little other active economic interest that would
yield significant potential for alternate funding of the
project.

Some joint utility corridor use could feasibly be
developed along this corridor, but its potential 1is not as
high as for east side options. Traversing Lynn Canal is an
extraordinary expense to assume to access the land corridor
from that point north.

Shuttling frequency would provide greater incentive for
travel along this option as 1is the case for east side
options. Like other options requiring shuttle service,
benefits are realized by increased frequency of access as
opposed to any significant time saved enroute.

Benefits realized from staged construction are
primarily two-fold. First, private property holdings would
realize benefit from greater access and, second, greater
recreational access to the west side of Lynn Canal could be
provided.

As with east side options, construction of this option
would 1increase traffic along the Lynn Canal corridor.
However, this induced traffic would not reach levels
typically associated with a full hard surface road with no
ferry shuttle interruption because there would still be the
need to rely on the scheduling of ferry service. As with
other options discussed, detailed induced traffic studies
need to be executed before this variable can be ennuraerated
with any confidence. Relative to other options, however,
benefits would accrue to this option sufficient to warrant
a moderate rating.

In evaluating impacts on socio-economic impacts with
Canada, this option rated the lowest due to the greatest
vulnerability to weather closures and the longest shuttling
times associated with any of the other road options.

This option rated evenly with Option B (Juneau-Haines
West) with respect to socio-economic impacts to Haines,
Skagway and Juneau for the same reasons discussed within
that option.



OPTION E: EXISTING FERRY SYSTEM
o Capital Construction/0&M Costs:

This option serves as the base option against which the
other options can be compared. Capital construction ana
0&M costs were calculated for the maintenance of the
existing ferry system that presently serves the upper Lynn
Canal, 1linking Juneau, Haines and Skagway.

The only capital costs are those in the three columns
associated with the ferry system since no new road
construction would be executed.

Ferry vessel costs are those calculated by the Alaska
Marine Highway System needed to keep existing vessels
operational across the 25 year period identified by the
parameters of this study. The $29.5 million dollars
identified would not be used to purchase any new vessels
but, rather, would be used for periodic repair and
reconstruction of existing vessels to keep them
operational.

As with other options, ferry revenue was calculated for
the same 25 year period and included as a negative number
in the cost matrix (Table 1) to offset 0&M costs.

This report does not propose that maintenance of the
existing system with no additional carrying capacity would
satisfy even minimum projected user demand on Lynn Canal
over this time period.

The Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan, 1986,
prepared for the Alaska Department of Transportation and
Public Facilities, recommends the addition of high speed
shuttle ferry service between Juneau, Haines and Skagway to
the existing mainline vessel service now operating within
the corridor. This option is reviewed in more detail and
presented as the sixth option examined within this study.

Another variation on this option is the addition of a
mainline vessel to service the entire system, 1including the
provision of additional service 1in Lynn Canal. Capital
construction costs for a Malispinia-class vessel 1is
approximately $59 million.

While other options have been proposed for improving
existing ferry service, for purposes of maintaining
consistency with previous studies, this study effort
identified the high speed shuttle as the optimum
alternative to examine for improved ferry access between
Juneau, Haines and Skagway. The presentation of Option E,
maintaining the existing ferry service, 1is presented to
provide baseline costs against which to compare other
options and 1is not intended to represent a viable
alternative for improved access to ar.d from Juneau.

o Other Considerations:
The analysis of the factors other than construction/0&M



costs for thia option is intended to provide a similar
baseline against which to compare other options.

Values displayed in Table 1l are ratings on a
five-point scale which indicate the benefits of the
existing system compared to no ferry system. Allowing for

other options reviewed by this soudy to represent higher
values on the five-point scale dictate minimum values for
this option across the various categories. Again, the
reader is cautioned to review the data presented 1in this
report and summarized 1in Table Il as relative values
between the various option examined and not a presentation
of absolute values for each alternative.

OPTION F: HIGH SPEED SUTTLE FERRY
o Capital Construction/0&M Costs:

The high speed shuttle ferry option would require the
construction of two new vessels which would provide daily
round-trip service between Juneau, Haines and Skagway. The
vessels would be large enough to accomodate approximately
40 vehicles and 200 passengers. Limited van capacity could
be accomodated. Each vessel could operate at speeds more
than twice that of existing vessels and each would be
schedule to provide 2-3 round-trips between Juneau, Haines
and Skagway within a 16-18 hour time period, for a total of
4-6 round-trips per day.

High speed shuttle service could be initiated out of
Echo Cove at the end of the current road on the east side
of Lynn Canal or could be operated out of the existing
facilities at Auke Bay.

Costs for a ferry terminal at Echo Cove were calculated
and included for this option to allow for the execution of
that alternative. The only immediate advantage for
operating out of Echo Cove would be to save enough running
time across the 16-18 day to complete another leg on the
system.

0&M costs were calculated by AMHS to include
augmentation of the high speed snuttle service with
mainline vessels, primarily during peak demand in the
summer . AMHS spread the capital costs for vessel repair
and reconstruction across the entire system so that only a
very small portion was allocated to the Lynn Canal
corridor. As a result the $26.4 million identified for
capital vessel costs is primarily the cost identifed for
construction of the two high speed vessels.

As with all other options, ferry revenue has been
estimated and displayed as a negative number to offset 0&M
costs for the ferry system.



0 Other Considerations:

The only environmentally sensitive facet of this option
is the construction of a ferry terminal 1in Echo Cove. For
this reason, the rating value assigned is lower than that
for the baseline option of inaintaing the existing systenm
with no capital construction. Echo Cove is a sensitive
habitat. Design and construction would have to be preceded
by detailed studies of the area to make sure that
construction would not cause any serious impact to the
area. This study assumes that any such impacts can be
mitigated but only a detailed study coupled with full
design can verify that assumption.

Since the high speed shuttle vessels would be
considerably smaller than existing mainline vessels, they
would be more susceptible to down time caused by weather
conditions in Lynn Canal. While not as reliable as the
existing mainline -.essels they would still provide greater
reliability than the road links proposed in Options A-D.

The high speed shuttle ferry option can be implemented
faster and at a lesser cost than the road options reviewed
in this study. This significant increase 1in potential
frequency for travel between Juneau, Haines and Skagway can
be accomplished without altering the socio-economic base of
either Haines or Skagway as road terminus communities. For
these reasons, regional benefits were rated higher than
other options.

Travel time and frequency of travel permitted by this
option are less beneficial than for road options. However,
the significant increase in frequency for travel 1is
significantly greater than that offered by the existing
ferry system. Rating values assigned within this category
reflect that relationship between the proposed options.

Some limited benefit to users could be realized by
adding a single high speed shuttle ferry vessel to the
corridor. The benefits are primarily those associated with
greater frequency of service created by the increased
number of runs between the communities of Juneau, Haines
and Skagway.

Induced traffic generated by this option could reach
the same levels as the two proposed road-shuttle options if
the system was able to provide a full six round-trips per
18 hour day. The greater all-weather reliability and the
capability of some reservation scheduling would offset the
risks of bottlenecking at a road shuttle point, especially
during peak demand periods. However, this full 6
round-trips/day configuration is probably optimistic. For
this reason, rating values for this category displayed in
Table 11 show a sightly reduced benefit provided by this
option for induced traffic.



While high speed shuttle service would offer less than
full benefit impacts for Juneau when compared to road
construction options, this service would provide
significant benefit to Haines and Skagway, Bach community
would retain their socio-economic structure as a road
terminus community and 1increases 1in the economic sectors
associated with ferry traffic without altering the physical
and social structure within the communities. The latter
was a fear expressed by many residents of both communities
during the public hearing process of this study effort.
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS - JUNEAU ROAD ACCESS

Provided by Senator Jim Duncan, January 20, 1989

1921 Taku Valley Recon. Report prepared for the Alaska
Road Commission - Tidewater to the Canadian
border.

1951-52 Reconnaissance Report on proposed Taku River Route

and Photo Recon. Report for the BPR.

1954 December - Reconnai sance survey of the Taku route
for the Alaska Road Commission.

1963 Taku Glacier Evaluation Study by Maynard Miller
for the Alaska Dept. Highways and BPR - indicated
unstable situation.

1964 November - Reconnaissance Report for proposed
Forest Highway done for the U.S. Forest Service.
Access to timber and the Glacier Bay National
Monument the goal.

1967 April - Reconnaissance Report on the Chilkat River
Crossing by DOT/PF - to pick crossing location.
Assumes a west side route.

1970 State Dept of. Highways develops plans for
Chilkat River Crossing but finds Right of Way
problems with | ndian Reservation, also
environmental issues arise.

1974 September - Lynn Canal Environmental Assessment

for the Alaska Department of Highway.

1974 October - Alaska Department of Highways prepares a
cost estimate on the Juneau to Skagway route.

1975 Lynn Canal Transportation Corridor Public Hearing
Brochure prepared by the Dept, of Highways.
Concentrated primarily on surface transportation,
transportation costs and environmental issues.
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1979

1980

1981

1986

1987

1987

1988

1988

1988

1988

1988

Road Access

Southeast Transportation Plan by Wilbur Smith &
Assoc. Examines Taku route and routes to Haines
and Skagway.

Cost estimates prepared 0N Juneau to Haines route
by DOT/PF

January - Juneau to Haines location investigation
DONE BY R&M FOR THE SENATE TRANSPORTATION
COMMITTFE.

Evaluation of Corridor Alternatives by Acres
International for DOT/PF

March - Greater Juneau Chamber of Commerce,
Economic Development Committee prepares an

Evaluation and Recommendations stating the Acres
REPORT DID NOT INCLUDE IMPORTANT ECONOMIC FACTORS.

May - Senator Duncan appropriates $100,000 iro
DETERMINE THE ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY OF ROAD ACCESS

to Juneau.

March - the Federal Highway Administration
INDICATES THE NEXT STEP IN THE PROCESS SHOULD BE
an” Environmental Impact Statement for a highway
CONNECTION BETWEEN JUNEAU, HAINES AND SKAGWAY.

The FHWA would require a commitment on the part o.-
the Department to build in order to proceed.

August - Maynard Miller releases information
stating the TAKU Glacier was advancing at an
ACCELERATING RATE AND COULD DAM THE RIVER IN SIX
TO 10 YEARS.

September 15 - Maynard Miller retracts his
PREVIOUS STATEMENT SAYING AN ASSISTANT HAD
CONFUSED FEET WITH METERS.

September - Senator Duncan asks DNR, Fish and Game
and the U.S. Geological Survey to determine;
whether or not the information on the glacial
PROBLEMS ON THE TAKU ROUTE WAS CORRECT.

September - Senator Duncan asks the Juneau
Economic Development Council to take the le:ad in
PULLING TOGETHER A COMMUNITY CONSENSUS ON A ROAD
OPTION.
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1988

1989

1989

November - Senator Coghill asks for and receives a
$6,000 GRANT FROM THE SENATE LEADERSHIP FUNDS

for Red Swanson.

January 18 - Senator Coghill introduces SB 124 and
SB 125 which would authorize DOT/PF to construct
the Lynn Canal Highway Project and appropriate
$102.0 MILLION IN FEDERAL AND STATE FUNDS.

Due March 1 to Senator Duncan, a report from the
Juneau Economic Development Council evaluating

ALTERNATIVE ACCESS ROUTES WITH SPECIFIC
RECOMMENDATIONS AS TO LEGISLATIVE ACTION REQUIRED.





