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COMMITTEE CALENDAR:

SCR 63: Urging the Governor to establish the Alaska Railroad
depot at Nenana as the official museum for the Alaska
Railroad and a state historical site.

FOR THIS MEETING, YOU HAVE BEEN GIVEN:

item #1: SCR &3
#2: a statement from Senator Jack Co™hill
#3: Fiscal note - Depart, of Conm. & Econ. Dev.
#: resolutions of support - AK Railroad Corp.



Senator Jofjn (Jack) Cogfjtll
------ Slacks &tate legislature
Box V

Juneau. .Alaska 9961 |
(907) 465-4797

Box 55026
North Pole. Alaska 99705
(907) 466-0662

TO: House Transportation CommitteeMembers

FROM: Senator Jack Coghill

DATE: May 5, 1988

RE: SCR 63, URGING THE GOVERNOR TO ESTABLISH THE ALASKA

RAILROAD DEPOT AT NENANA AS THE OFFICIAL MUSEUM
FOR THE ALASKA RAILROAD AND A STATE HISTORICAL

SITE.

THE ORIGINAL ALASKA RAILROAD DEPOT LOCATED IN NENANA, HAS GREAT
HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE TO THE STATE, TO THE RAILROAD, TO THE
CITY OF NENANA, TO THE PUBLIC AND TO TOURISM. LET ME GIVE YOU A
VERY BRIEF HISTORY OF THE NENANA DEPOT.

IN 1914, PRES. WILSON SIGNED A BILL AUTHORIZING CONSTRUCTION OF A
FEDERALLY OWNED RAILROAD BETWEEN FAIRBANKS AND THE COAST.

NENANA WAS CHOSEN AS THE NORTHERN CONSTRUCTION BASE FOR THE
RAILROAD.

ON JuLYy 15, 1923, PRES. WARREN HARDING DROVE THE "GOLDEN SPIKE"
AT NENANA TO SIGNIFY COMPLETION OF THE ALASKA RAILROAD, AND A
MONUMENT WAS ERECTED NEARBY TO HONOR THE EVENT.

THE OLD ALASKA RAILROAD DEPOT AT NENANA WAS BUILT IN 1918 AND HAS
HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE BECAUSE IT IS THE ONLY DEPOT REMAINING
FROM THE ORIGINAL RAILROAD SYSTEM.

THE NENANA DEPOT WAS PLACED ON THE FEDERAL REGISTER OF NATIONAL
HISTORIC SITES IN AUGUST OF 1977.

THE TRANSFER OF THE ALASKA RAILROAD FROM FEDERAL TO STATE
OWNERSHIP WAS SIGNED IN NENANA ON JANUARY 6th, 1985.

THE RAILROAD DONATED THE DEPOT TO THE CITY OF NENANA TO BE
PRESERVED FOR HISTORIC PURPOSES AND CONVERSION TO A MUSEUM FOR

THE GENERAL PUBLIC IN MARCH OF 1987.

SCR 63 TIES TOGETHER FEDERAL, ARRC, AND STATE RECOGNITION OF THE
NENANA DEPOT AS A HISTORIC RAILROAD SITE AND MUSEUM.

THERE IS NO COST TO THE STATE FOR THIS HISTORICAL DESIGNATION,
BUT IT WILL ASSIST IN OBTAINING FEDERAL FUNDS FOR HISTORICAL
SITES RESTORATION AND DEVELOPMENT WHICH IN TURN WILL BENEFIT
TOURISM AND THE GENERAL PUBLIC.

YOUR SUPPORT OF SCR 63 IS ENCOURAGED.
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ALASKA RAILROAD corporation

J.

Box 7-2111 « Anchorage, Alaska 99510-70"9

Resolution 87-5

Relating to the Donation of the Nenana Depot

WHEREAS, the Nenana Depot, looatcd in Nanane, Alaska, was built in 1922 «=
the northernmost terminus nf the Alaska Railroad} and

WHEREAS, tho Alaoka Railroad Corporation la Ui« owner of the Nenana Depgt
located In Nenana, Alaska; and

WHERFAS, the Depot waa placed on tho Fodorol Register of National Historic
Places on August 10, 1977; and

WHEREAS, the Corporation desires to have the building preserved for historic
purposes; and

WHEREAS, the utty of Nenana isnow leasing the building and dwlms to own the
building to preserve Its hletorloal significance and convert It to a museum for the
general public;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the Board of Directors of the Alaska
Railroad Corporation hfirehy donates the Nenim Depot to tho City ef Nanane
with the stipulation that its historical significance be preserved. The President
and CEO end his designees are authorized to negotiate, execute, and finalize
documents necessary to transfer title of this building consistent with the terms
of this resolution.

Adopted by tho Board of Directors
March 16, 1987



APR 25 '00 00=24 ARRC.ANCII ALACKA
|

ALASKA EAH/ROAD corporation

O. Box 7-2U1 « Anchorage, Alaska, 9951(~7069

Resolution 87-6

Rolflflpg toJ fc PonatlgOLOf «
Locomotive Bell to the Cltv ofINIenana

WHEREAS, the Alaska Railroad Corporation has surplueed a bell from a steam
InrsnmnMve that Is estlmatod to be 45 years old; and

WHEREAS, the City of Nenana U developing a historic museum and d*«Lr*«
pieces of Railroad equipment which have historic significance to the Kailroad
and the City of Nenanaj

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of the Alaska
Railroad Corporation hereby donates ona looometlva bell to the Gily uT Nenana

with the proviso that It be placed in their museum for the enjoyment of the

general public and that it be returned to the Corporation should the City of
Nenana have no further use for it.

Adopted by the Board of Directors
March 16, 1987
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Date referred: 4/30/88 FURTHER REFERRALS:

DATE:
The Transportation Committee has considered SCR 63

Urging the Govern r to establish the Alaska Railroad depot at Nenana as the
official museum for the Alaska Railroad and a state historical site.

racgmsBBS:
[ 1 the same title

[ 1 replace with

[ 1 attached amendment(s) [ 1anew title

L do pass
do not pass
Nno recommendation
individual recommendations

1  additional referral to the Committee

ADOPTS: [ ] letter of iIntent

ATTACHES HEW FISCAL NOTE(s):

[ 1 fiscal impact L] sane as previous TFfiscal note
[ 1 zero fiscal note published
C 11 zero with analysis [ 1 same as previous zero TFfiscal
note published .
SIGNING OTHER RE AXIOMS:

Che naanes signature
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Alaska State Legislature

P.0. Box Vv
House of Representatives Juneggéf\l'aSka
N | House Transportation Committee Phone:
Official Business (907) 465-4859

May 2, 1988

COMMITTEE CALEJAR:

SCR 40: Relating to the revision of Title 2 of the Alaska
Statutes.

SJR 11: Urging the repeal of certain portions of the
Merchant Marine Act of 1920.

3)) FOR THIS MEETING, EACH MEMBER HAS BEEN GIVEN:
a Ffolder on SCR 40 that includes:

item #1: CS SCR 40
H2: statement - Senator Halford
H3: Ffiscal note - Senate Finance Committee

#:  memg™. |"g™egavid Dierdorff,
#5:- AS 02 table of contents

a folder on SJR 11 that includes:

item #1: SJIR 11

#2: statement - Sen. Coghill

#3: background iInformation

#:  Fiscal note - Dept, ofF Revenue
#5: position paper - DOT/PF
#H6: impact of Jones Act on Alaska



Senator Jofjtt p. (Jack) Cogfjtll

By ialflaka &ate legislature
Juneau. Alaska 0061 |

(007) 465-4707

Box 55026

North Pole. Alaska 00705
(007) 466-0662

MEMORANDUM

TO: House Transportation Committee Members

FROM: Senator Jack Coghill

DATE: May 1, 1988

RE: SJR 11, Urging repeal of certain portions of the Jones Act
Alaska 1is penalized over $200 million each year in higher costs
and exported commodities are priced out of the market due to
restrictions on ocean shipping by the federal Jones Act.

The Jones Act, as described in the bill text and the supporting

information, requires "AIlI-U.S." ships to carry commodities
between Alaskan and Lower 48 ports, coming and going. The
resulting higher overall shipping cost of "AIl-U.S." ships makes

goods shipped to Alaska higher cost to us...and Alaska-produced
goods shipped out of state must be priced less by the local
Alaskan manufacturer, to absorb the added ocean freight cost, to
make the product price competitive on the Outside.

An example of higher ocean freight cost 1is the comparison of an
"AIl-U.S." tanker®s total cost to a "Foreign-Flagaed”™ tanker on a
voyage between Los Angeles and Anchorage. The "AIl-U_.S."™ tanker
is 74 percent higher than a comparable "Foreign-Flagged tanker.

Voyafej L LAJ _to_Anch” LAJJ-U~SA LFErelSHJE 1132£N
Total Dollars $4491000 ""$258 ,000
Cost Per Ton $12.82 $7.36
HigherCost 74%
Another example: Please refer to line 15 of the bill: Last
month, the ocean freight companies announced another freight rate
increase of 7 percent. This is the third increase 1in 14 months.

The ocean freight carriers jJjustified the rate 1increase by saying,
"...because of Alaska®s economic downturn and 1increased
competition ,we were not making enough money, so we had to
increase prices..." In a protected, monopolistic arena, the
ocean freight carriers hold Alaska hostage. These higher ocean
freight costs increase the cost of goods to us, and make our
locally produced commodities less price competitive on the

Outside.

Alaska would greatly benefit with repeal of certain portions of
the Jones Act. Passage of SJR 11 will send a clear message to
the U.S. Congress about the mandate of Alaskans.



Box V

Senator JoJjn J3. (Jack) Cogfjtl
SHitfka &tate legislature

Juneau. Alaska 008 11

(007) 465-4707

Box 55028

North Pole. Alaska 00705

(007) 488-0862

MEMORANDUM

TO:

House “"rnsport2 ‘ ‘ lembers

FROM: Senator Jack Coc

DATE: May 1, 1988

RE: SJR 11, Urging rep“ea certain portions of the Jones Act
&
BACKGROUND
The term <“Jones Act"™ refers to Section 27 of the Merchant Marine
Act of 1920, which states:
"No merchandise shall be transported by water, or by land
and water,...between points 1in the U.S either directly
or via a foreign port or for any part of the
transportation, in any other vessel than a vessel built in
and documented under the laws of the U.S. and owned by
persons who are citizens of the U.S."
The purpose of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920 was:

"That it is necessary Tfor the national defense and for the
proper growth of its foreign and domestic commerce that the
U.S. shall have a merchant marine of the best equipped and
most suitable types of vessels sufficient to carry the
greater portion of its commerce and serve as a naval or
military auxiliary 1in timt of war or national emergency,
ultimately to be owned and operated privately by citizens of

the U.S...."

JPANi_ACT EfFECT ON ALASKA

The

Jones Act Cost Penalty

The Jones Act restricts the "coastwise"™ waterborn
transportation of the U.S., 1including transportation between
Alaska and the Lower 48 ports and transportation within
Alaska, to vessels that are US-built, US_owned,

US-registered, and US -crewed. Detached and remote from other
states, separated by a foreign country,Alaska depends
disproportionately on ocean transportation for 1its economic

~NKr i~CC,~r-r a.i a, a tsA



links with the rest of the nation. The Jones Act has long been a point
of contention between Alaskans and other Americans - - it was one of the
grievances that motivated Alaska®"s struggle against "colonialism™ and

the desire to become a State; 24 years after Statehood some Alaskans
still regard the law as a symbol of their state"s second-class membership
in the American union.

Whatever transportation-cost penalty the Jones Act carries 1is imposed
disproportionately on the Alaska economy. In general, the relatively
small size of Alaska®"s economy makes it a "price-taker" in national and
international markets. That 1is, both the prices of goods exported from
Alaska and those of goods imported into the state tend to be set in
larger markets outside its borders. Higher transportation costs are
thus added to the cost of Alaska®s imports, and subtracted from the
market prices of her exports. Thus, the prices of most consumer goods
in Anchorage are composed of a price determined 1in some outside market,
plus the transportation cost from that market to Anchorage. This does
not include local distribution markups.

Alaska®s position as a price-taker means that its economy tends to
suffer a double penalty from any adverse transport-cost differential.

In general, the state"s exports to Lower 48 markets will have lower
prices at their point of origin than would otherwise have been the case.
The most obvious impact of this kind is on the state government®s
natural resource royalties and severence taxes, which are keyed to

netback prices.

The biggest cost impacts of the Jones Act will be on crude oil, Alaska"s
chief export commodity. The estimated reduction in the value of Alaska
crude resulting from the Jones Act is $225 million per year.

Alaska North Slope Crude must be shipped pursuant to Jones Act regu—
lations, which provide an exclusive monopoly to U.S. flag ships for all
domestic intercity shipborne freight. The transportation of ANS crude
accounts for more than half the business conducted by the Jones Act
tanker fleet. It is contended that the majority of Jones Act tankers,
however, are aging, inefficient, and uncompetitive with foreign flag
vessels. The inefficiency stems from; very high labor costs; direct tax
subsidies for construction and operating costs; indirect tax subsidies
from wellhead-price manipulation by vertically integrated oil-and-tanker
companies, allowing greater shipping costs to be offset against reduced
wellhead netbacks.



Below is a comparison of transportation differentials between markets:

Valdez to Japan $0.50
Persian Gulf to Japan 1.00
$0.50
Valdez to Gulf Coast $4.00*
Persian Gulf to Gulf Coast 2.00
$2.00

*With Trans Panama Pipeline ($5.00 without)

As shown from these equations, there is an efficiency loss equaling
$2.50 per barrel. Consumers everywhere lose because economic efficiency
has been sacrificed resulting in higher delivered costs to both markets.
While Valdez to Gulf Coast is just twice the distance from Valdez to
Japan, transportation costs are 10 times as high. The bulk of this
expense 1is directly attributable to Jones Act tanker costs, which do not
compete with foreign-owned tankers in the U.S. trades.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ON THE JONES ACT FOR THE ALASKA STATEHOOD COMMISSION

The Alaska Statehood Commission prepared a report in January of 1982.
In this report was the commissions conclusions on the Jones Act. Listed
below are some of those conclusions:

The costs of industry subsidies are not evenly distributed
nationwide, but are borne by heavy users of Jones Act protected
shipping.

Many Alaskans have called the Jones Act a gross form of
discrimination against Alaska.

We (AK Statehood Commission) believe that if national security
requires a protected merchant fleet, all the nation - not just the
states heavily dependent on shipping - should support the cost.

Transportation is Alaska®s lifeline, and Alaska®s growth needs may
be severely restricted by the Jones Act because of its
inflexibility and the unwillingness of interests that benefit from
the act to allow even small changes.

We find from our preliminary studies of the Jones Act... (that it)
discriminates blatantly against Alaskans, helps drive up the cost
of living here, and stifles economic development.



NOT JUST ALASKA

The Jones Act repeal is not just an Alaskan issue. Other states are
adversely impacted as well. A recent article in the Seattle Post
Intelligencer, (2-22-85) mentions that the Jones Act has failed in many

respects:

The U.S. fleet has diminished over several decades from 1,300 to
400 vessels. Commercial shipbuilding in the country has come to a
virtual standstill.

There laws "keep Seattle from becoming a premier destination for cruise

ships. Foreign-flag ships, unable to transport passengers between U.S.
ports, dock instead in Vancouver, B.C., when cruising to and from
Alaska.™ "A cruise ship exemption could inject millions of dollars into

the locc.l economy from pasacnyC*" traffic through Seattle.”

CONCLUSION

Tiie largest adverse effects of the Jones Act for Alaska are likely to be
in the future , as transportation costs for crude oil and other minerals
can be an important factor determining the economic feasibility of
developing specific deposits.

* Information for this committee report was taken from:
More Perfect Union; A Final Report by the Alaska Statehood
Commission. January 24, 1983
The Jones Act And Its Impact On The State Of Alaska; Volume I:
Executive Summary and Volume Il: Final Report. July, 1982.
Alaska®s Economy and The Merchant Marine Act of 1920;
September, 1982.
The Alaska Oil Export Ban; A briefing paper by the Legislative
Budget and Audit Committee, April 23, 1983.
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STATE OF ALASKA BILL VERSION: CS SJR 11 (FIN)
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FROM:

MEMORANDUM State of Alaska
Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

The honorable Jack Coghill DATE: March 2, 1987

Senator

Alaska State Legislature FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO: 465-3900

Mark S. Hickey SUBJECT:  SJR

Deputy Ccsrroissioner
Operations

The Alaska Department of Transportaiton and Public Facilities (ADOT&FF) has
reviewed SJR 11 and is in general agreement with it. The thrust of the
resolution to allow the use of foreign built vessels in domestic maritime
trade - provided they satisfy the same standards of design, construction,
ownership and crewing as US building vessels - is in line with the
recommendations in the 1986 Jones Act Report to the Legislature. Inasmuch
as ADOT&PF was the lead agency in developing that report, we have no problem
in supporting the resolution.

Last year U. S. Senator Stevens introduced S 1935 which would have
accomplished the purpose of your resolution for tourships which serve
Alaska, allowing them to operate from Seattle rather than Vancouver, B.C.
Unfortunately, the bill died in committee last year and no subsequent
measure has yet been introduced into the present Congress.

Do \/pf Position ~TATf£me.nt and support letter



THE JONES ACT AND ITS IMPACT
ON THE STATE OF ALASKA

VOLUME I EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Prepared for the

ALASKA STATEHOOD COMMISSION
by

SIMAT, HELLIESEN & EICHNER, INC.

July 1982
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BACKGROUND

The purpose of the study is to provide "an expert and objective analysis of
the economic effects of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920 (The Jones Act) on
the economy of Alaska,” considering:

. The costs which the Act adds to the ultimate price of
important classes of freight coming to and leaving Alaska;

. The effect of the Act on the cost and standard of living in
Alaska;

. The effect the Act has upon furtherdevelopment and
expansion of shipping-dependent industries;

. The composition of the U.S.-flagJones Act fleet;
. The effects higher shipping costs have on state revenues;

. Other important effects the Act may have upon Alaska's
economy, resources, and future development.

The Jones Act

The term "Jones Act" refers to Section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act of
1920, which states:

No merchandise shall be transported by water, or by land and
water..... between points in the U.S either directly or via a
foreign port or for any part of the transportation, in any other
vessel than a vessel built in and documented under the laws of
the U.S. and owned by persons who are citizens of the U.S....

Because Section 27 restricts U.S. domestic waterborne trade to vessels of
U.S. construction, U.S. registration, and U.S. ownership, the Jones Act has come
to be referred to as the U.S. cabotage law. Cabotage refers to the reservation
of a nation's domestic cargo to ships of that nation's fleet. It could be described
as a form of protectionism appliedto transportation services. In fact, xhe
purpose of the Merchant Marine Actof 1920 is stated clearly in the preamble
of the Act:

That it is necessary for the national defense and for the proper
growth of its foreign and domestic commerce that the United
States shall have a merchant marine of the best equipped and
most suitable types of vessels sufficient to carry the greater
portion of its commerce and serve as a naval or military
auxiliary in time of war or national emergency, ultimately to
be owned and operated privately by citizens of the United
States....



Factors Leading Up to Passage of the Act

To understand why the Merchant Marine Act of 1920 was enacted, it is
first necessary to review the U.S. experience in World War I.

At the beginning of World War | in 1914, the British maintained the world's
largest merchant fleet with over 8,500 vessels. The remaining protagonists,
together with Britain, accounted for over 14,000 vessels or nearly 60 percent of
the world fleet and over 65 percent of the world's tonnage.

As the warring nations recalled their merchant fleets to military service
or lost them in action on the high seas, the U.S. began to experience a crippling
scarcity of vessels for its on-going commerce. Commodities and goods were left
literally rotting on the piers. A major shipbuilding program to provide the
country with the ships necessary to carry men and materials to Europe for an
extended war was undertaken. However, only a few vessels were delivered
before the armistice ending World War | was declared in November of 1918.

The experience of World War | indicated to U.S. lawmakers the dangers of
relying on foreign-flag fleets. In the summer of 1919, the Senate Commerce
Committee chaired by Wesley L. Jones, Republican from the State of Washington
(1909 to 1932), began working on a revision of the national maritime laws.
Under Jones' direction the Merchant Marine Act of 1920 was passed into law.

EXCEPTIONS TO THE ACT

A variety of circumstances and conditions have resulted in differing
exceptions to the Jones Act for some territories and states. The third and
fourth proviso exceptions to Section 27 of the Merchant Marine Act of 1920 are
examples of exceptions that apply to Alaska. For practical purposes, the third
proviso allows the use of foreign owned, registered, and built ships for carrying
cargoes between Alaska and the lower 48 states via Canadian ports so long as
rail movement is involved, while the fourth proviso applies to movements on the
Yukon River.

There are other exceptions. For instance, trade with the U.S. island
possessions of Guam, Tutuila (American Samoa), Wake, Midway and Kingman
Reef may be carried on foreign built U.S.-fiag vessels.

Of direct interest to Alaska are the conditions that govern trade to the
Virgin Islands. For historical reasons, the Virgin Islands are exempt from the
Jones Act. As a result, Alaskan crude oil can be shipped out of Alaska on
foreign-flag vessels to a refinery in the Virgin Islands. The product can then be
shipped foreign-flag to the U.S. mainland. Data compiled by the Maritime
Administration indicate that this route accounts for about 5 percent to 15
percent of Alaskan oil shipments.

THE JONES ACT FLEET

The Jones Act fleet consists of those vessels eligible to engage in the
coastwise trade. Generally, that includes any vessels built in the U.S., under



U.S. ownership, registered under the laws of the U.S., and not restricted because
of subsidy status. Vessels that have received Construction Differential Subsidy
(CDS) or are receiving Operating Differential Subsidy (ODS) from the Maritime
Administration cannot serve the cabotage or coastwise trade without special
waivers.

Currently, the Jor.es Act fleet accounts for 60.7 percent of U.S.-flag
tonnage. Most of these vessels are tankers; in that category, 86.8 percent of
all vessels are eligible for coastwise trading. Data appear in Table 1.

The Alaska trade fleet of six!/ dry cargo freighters and 88 tankers
constitutes 28.8 percent of the Jones Act fleet and 16 percent of the active
U.S.-flag privately owned fleet.

Alaska trade freighters constitute only 8.6 percent of the total Jones Act
eligible freighters. The containerships are smaller than those generally found in
the Jones Act fleet and the Ro/Ro ships are larger. Among tankei the Alaska
trade fleet is made up of 34.4 percent of the total Jones Act fk .t, but has 54
percent of the carrying capacity. This is because tankers in Alaska service are
larger than the fleet average. Data appear in Table 2.

ALASKA WATERBORNE TRADE

Alaska's waterborne commerce is dominated by crude oil shipments from
Valdez which accounted for 89.5 percent of Alaska's total port activity in 1979.
When crude oil shipments are subtracted from the total, remaining waterborne
commerce is 34.5 percent foreign imports and exports, 47.5 percent coastwise
receipts and shipments, and 18 percent internal receipts and shipments. Data
illustrating the relationship of total foreign, coastwise, and internal movement
of the top ten Alaska ports is shown in Figure 1. Excluding crude oil shipments,
the activity of the top ten Alaska ports includes approximately 60 percent of the
state's total waterborne commerce.

Coastwise dry cargo shipments out of Alaska move primarily to the Pacific
Northwest (Seattle and Tacoma). Of the total, 51.2 percent move to the Pacific
Northwest, California receives 15.9 percent, and internal shipments within
Alaska account for the remaining 32.9 percent.

Tanker movements from Alaska are destined primarily for refineries in
California. Panama, the Pacific Northwest, and Hawaii also receive varying
amounts of Alaska crude, based on the 1979 data.

Coastwise dry cargo shipments to Alaska originate to a large degree in the

Pacific Northwest (77.3 percc-m). A very high proportion of the cargo moving
to and from Alaska's smaller porti' is transshipped via the major ports.

Includes Sea-Land and TOTE; excludes barge services.



TABLE 1

PROPORTION OF JONES ACT VESSELS
TO TOTAL U.S.-FLAG VESSELS

Number of Vessels gwt (oo0)
Jones Act Total % Jones Act Total %
A. DRY CARGO 70 280 25.0 1,119.0 5,123.7 21.8
B. TANKERS 256 295 86.8 11,950.3 16,409.2 72.8
C. TOTAL 326 575 56.7 13,069.3 21,532.9 60.7
TABLE 2

U.S.-FLAG PRIVATELY-OWNED, SELF-PROPELLED VESSELS
OF 1,000 GROSS TONS OR MORE
January 1, 1982

96 %

Serving; Total Serving Serving Total Serving
Alaska Jones"Act Alaska Alaska Jones Act Alaska

FREIGHTERS 6 70 8.6 64.7 1,119.0 5.8

B. TANKERS 88 256 34.4 6,513.8 11,950.3 54.5
TOTAL JONES ACT 94 326 28.8 6.578.5 13,069.3 50.3
FLEET — o e

1/ Privately-owned, self-propelled vessels of 1,000 gross tons or more -
January 1, 1982

Source: U.S. Maritime Administration



FIGURE 1

CARGO ACTIVITY OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS TOP 10 ALASKA PORTS
(EXCLUDING CRUDE OIL AT VALDEZ)

BASED ON TONS OF CARGO SHIPPED AND RECEIVED
1979

Foreign

Import and Export Cargoes

\Y 34.5%

Cargoes Moving in \
Coastwise Trade to Other

U.S. States and Territories .
Cargoes Moving

47.5% I
>0 Internally Within
The State of Alaska

18% /



Tanker cargo being received in Alaska, consisting of petroleum products
for consumption in the state, flows almost exclusively from California; a high
percentage is redistributed from larger to smaller Alaska ports.

Anchorage is the primary receiving port for consumer products, building
materials, and food. Whittier also serves the Anchorage market with the same
categories of cargo. Most of the high volume cargoes (commrJ'ties registering
annual volumes of 10,000 tons or more) moving into Alaskan irts other than
Anchorage and W hittier, consist of petroleum products.

ALASKAN SHIPPING COSTS

The Impact of Costs on Rates

The cost of shipping in the Alaska trade, and the cost premium caused by
the Jones Act, were estimated by comparing the cost of present vessel services
with the probable cost of those services were they operated with foreign-flag
ships. Although it is true that the observed impact on customers is conveyed
through shipping rates, not underlying shipping costs, and that competition and
value of service, or "what the traffic will bear,” establish freight rates for each
commodity in the short run, costs set the limits for freight rates in the long
term. In other words, although cost and rate may not be the same or even
similar for any given commodity at any given time, in the long run (and/or over
a mixture of commodities carried in the same service), rates are, in fact, cost
determined. Hence, the cost-based method is a valid approach lor determining
the relative impact of differing governmental policies which affect the long
term character of a shipping market.

Shipping Costs

Ocean shipping costs can generally be divided into the following categories:

Capital

Manning and Subsistence

Fuel

Maintenance and Repair (M&R)
Supplies and Equipment
Insurance

Cargo Handling

Other Port Costs

Agency, brokerage, and Commission
Waterway Tolls and Pilot Fees
Corporate Overhead

There are exceptions, however. For example, tanker movements seldom involve
meaningful cargo handling costs, because this function is provided by shipboard
pumps, the cost of which is already part of other cost categories. Other types
of shipping have other costs—e.g., container ownership in the case of container
systems.



U.S.-flag Cost Disadvantages

Among the categories listed, not all are areas in which there- are cost
differences between U.S.- and foreign-flag vessels. The major areas in which
U.S.-flag vessels are at a disadvantage are:

. Crew wages — Generally, U.S. manning costs are higher, due
in part to higher rates of compensation and in many cases,
higher manning levels.

. Insurance — Insurance is usually higher because of higher U.S.
vessel repair costs and typically higher levels of medical care,
workmen's compensation, etc.

. Vessel acquisition — Vessel acquisition costs are higher because
of higher U.S. construction costs. In addition, delivery
schedules in the U.S. are said to be much slower, introducing
a cost of delay. The requirement for U.S. subsidized operators
to purchase U.S.-built vessels has been temporarily waived,
allowing U.S.-flag carriers to buy vessels overseas at cheaper
prices. This does not apply in the domestic trades, however.

. Vessel Maintenance and Repair — Vessel MdcR is higher due to
the necessity lor making repairs in the U.S.

] Overhead — Overhead is sometimes higher due to higher
general levels of salary for U.S. headquarters office staffs, to
the extra staff required for government compliance activity,
and the fact that foreign lines use agents in the U.S.

. Fuel Costs — In most cases U.S. fuel costs are higher because
steam turbine vessels are employed which have higher fuel
consumption rates than foreign-flag vessels that traditionally
use slow speed diesel engines.

U.S.- vs. Foreign-flag Shipping Comparisons

The SH&E Required Freight Rate model was used to calculate costs of U.S.
and hypothetical foreign-flag vessels in a representative sample of Alaskan
service, focusing on cost differences in the categories set out above. Summary
results from four runs appear in Tables 3-6, as follows:

Table 3 - Container vessel: Seattle-Anchorage

Table 4 - Roll on/Roll off vessel; Tacoma-Anchorage
Table 5 - Crude Oil Tanker; Valdez-Los Angeles
Table 6 - Petroleum Products Tanker; California

to various Alaskan ports.



TABLE 3

SUMMARY OF U.S.— AND FOREIGN-FLAG COSTS
FOR CONTAINERSHIP —OPERATIONS

ANCHORAGEYSEATTLE
U.S.—-FLAG
ear cost
ns prn
SXPSPSZ CATTOCPT rawer ivVJ
MAUI RC APB SUBSISTTXCT .. 70,137.1*» 75.95
rvzL *3,ua.su 61.32
HP 10,315.71 11.06
supplies apo tuvmaxr 1,113.16 1.37
I APCH 1,**15.71 9.12
CAPITAL GCBTS 30.157.Ife 33.11
STTWWOPIPC GCBTS «7,750.00 51.35
TZMWINVAL GCBTS 3rel,100.00 3(0.00
KPT QOBTS +0,000.00 (1.52
t/AWVAT TOILS AROPILOT KSS 0.00 0.00
Fosmo itKCOSts 171%’%65'68 1533%
rosmopiK costs ,000. .
TttXP [?BAPS:’OJTA'I'IGD CONN 0.00 0.00
ACZTKT. PPOPIPACY, APO COMSSIOP 11,(00.00 Qo
COPKIUTZ OVZPHAO 115.35S.13 =
TOAL 5(1,771.(6 1.055.(7
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KPT QCBIS +0,000.00 61.52
VATZPVAT TALLS APO PILOT PStS 000 000
QOPTAIPP OOBTS 76,371.13 2.1?
rOSITIOPTPG QCBTS 113,000.00 153.76
m ap TPAVBKPTATIOP GOBTS 000 0.00
ACTPCT, OPCXIBAQY, ARO COKSSICP 11,(00.00 30.00
X OViXiuD 106.337.31 111.31

TOIAL IM,(51.31 911.(9



TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF U.S.—- AND FOREIGN-FLAG COSTS

FOR RO/RO SHIP OPERATIONS

ANCHORAGE/SEATTLE
U.S.-FLAG
EANE GVECR
51,9%0.00
* #0,303.27
5,000.00
900.00
11,600.00
72,000.00
76,500.
2SB.600

=
il

SRS
83 88 8
ol

s 8388 8383

N

TOAL 1,021,030.32

FOREIGN-FLAG

s

EXNE GNEIY

o IR
SISSiSS

)

>

=
g5 888 8 B
S8 5888 8 58328

E

H

59
)

SIS

o
8

21,700.00
IEhHSII5

TOA 619,373.98

S gm B8 o888 2 Borng
B B8 S9F 8958 B HRERG T

B

B SF3 88 & BRI

09 B33 8 nowd

TN of

—
[EEN
(63}

801.21



TABLE 5

SUMMARY OF U.S.— AND FOREIGN-FLAG COSTS

FOR VLCC OPERATIONS
VALDEZ/LOS ANGELES
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TABLE 6

SUMMARY OF U.S.— AND FOREIGN-FLAG COSTS
FOR PRODUCT TANKER OPERATIONS
LOS ANGELES/ANCHORAGE

U.S_.-HAG

T QosT

2609 CEIR \(AE i
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13176657 37
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These summary runs indicate that the relative impact of the Jones Act on
Alaskan commerce varies with specific circumstances. For example, in liner
trades!/ (represented by container and Ro/Ro vessels) a significant part of the
total cost relates to containers, cargo handling, and other cargo-related
functions. These are not affected by the Jones Act. Hence, the relative cost
difference between U.S.- and foreign-flag vessel service is less than, say, the
tanker trades, where Jones Act-affected cost categories make up a much larger
share of the total cost.

THE IMPACT OF SHIPPING COSTS DUE TO THE JONES ACT
Open Questions About the Jones Act

There are a number of unanswered questions relating to changing or
eliminating the Jones Act. They include:

. Is it preferable to remove all provisions of the Act or a
* selected subset?

. What is the likely response by foreign shipping interests to a
relaxation of the coastwise laws? On what terms would
foreign owners and operators be interested in providing

service?

. What immigration problems, if any, would result from employ-
ing foreign seamen in the Alaska coastwise trade?

. If foreign-flag operations can be- introduced at great savings,
whs', has impeded foreign-flag vessels from being used more
extensively to carry coastwise cargoes via Canadian ports?

. What will be the U.S. labor reaction to the introduction of
foreign ships and foreign crews and what secondary effect
might this have on Alaska?

The Impact of The Act on Liner Services
The total U.S.-flag premium cost for liner services in the Alaskan trade

(i.e., services which transport package cargo such as consumer goods, auto-
mobiles, machinery, etc.) is about $41 million per year, as follows:

m Contsinsr Ro/Ro Tue B»roes
Cost per trip - U.3.-fl«ff $981,774 (1,024,030 5195.217

Cost p*r trip - fcr*ijn-n«c 850,851 189.373 151.023

Ntt 5131J16 5134.957 537,118

Voyijss p*r y*ar X 155 X 100 X 200
570.322.910 513.465,700 57.437.600

GRAND TOTAL  S54].:26.;?P

1/ "Liner trades" refers to all ocean freighter services which handle packaged
and piece goods, in contrast to "bulk trades”™ which handle petroleum, grain,
ore, and other bulk commodities.



The' cost penalty applies to commodities as a group. How it may be
distributed to any specific commodity or group of commodities is uncertain; if
any one item is judged to pay less premium, then something else must
automatically be said to pay more, and the net result to the people of Alaska
is essentially the same.

With regard to the relative impact of the Act on inbound versus outbound
commodities, the analysis indicates it is northbound liner commodities which are
most likely absorbing the cost premium, meaning the direct (or initial) impact
of the Jones Act is falling more heavily on Alaskan receivers and consumers
rather than on Alaskan businesses shipping their products southbound.

The Impact of the Act on the Crude Oil Trades

With regard to crude oil, the RFR analyses indicated the differential
between U.S.- and foreign-flag tanker operations in the Valdez to Los Angeles
service is $1.39 per long ton. For shipments from Valdez, transshipped at the
Panama Canal and sent onward to the U.S. Gulf Coast, the differential would be
$5.67.

Assuming an average annual U.S.-flag shipment rate of 80 million tons per
year, with two-thirds moving to California and one-third to the Gulf Coast via
Panama, the annual cost penalty ultimately being .borne by Alaska through the
netback mechanism is $225 million. Clearly, the Jones Act's major impact on
Alaska is in the sphere of crude oil shipments.

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS
The Jones Act and Alaska's Liner Service

. Commerce of the State of Alaska moving in liner services, mostly
consumer goods and business supplies, is absorbing an aggregate
annual cost of approximately $41 million because of the restrictions
imposed by the Merchant Marine Act of 1920.

. Due to the inherent directional imbalance of Alaska cargoes, the
incidence of higher costs and rates is having the greatest impact on
northbound cargoes.

. In the high-volume Anchorage-Pacific Northwest trade, the state may
have a potential for reducing rates by stimulating backhaul cargoes.
The extra cost of transportation for such cargoes would be low.

. In modern containerized-type operations, the bulk of the costs ure
not flag related. Consequently, the scope for cost and rate
reductions as a result of introduction of foreign-flag services is not
as great proportionately as in other sectors of the merchant marine.

-13-



The Jones Act and Alaska's Crude Oil TransDortation Service

. Alaska's net return from its oil sales is being reduced due to the
additional costs imposed by the Jones Act, which, based on current
conditions, are approximately $225 million per year.

Current Use of Exemptions from the Act

. The State of Alaska has some relief available from the Merchant
Marine Act of 1920. This relief is currently not being exploited.
Non-use of this loophole does indicate that the cost savings
ultimately available from use of foreign-flag vessels may not be as
great as has sometimes been supposed.

Changes in U.S. Maritime Policy

. In view of the Administration's apparent position to uphold the Jones
Act, efforts to have it rescinded in toto will be difficult in the
immediate future.

. Given the recent lifting of prohibitions on overseas-built vessels for
U.S. subsidized trades, the State of Alaska may wish to consider an
effort to obtain a waiver of the requirement to use vessels built in
the U.S. and place less emphasis on changing the remainder of the
Jones Act.

. The State of Alaska should develop a coordinated, thoroughly-
considered Jones Act strategy that seeks reasonable and politically
attainable concessions in areas where the cost impacts are most
meaningful. This approach has the potential for success, and can be
instrumental in reducing the impact of the Jones Act on the State's
economy.
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Juneau, Alaska 99811
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COMMITTEES:
Senator Jim D uncan Finance
Resources

P.0. Box Vv Juneau. A laska99811 Budoetand Audit

(907) 465-4766

M EMORANDUWM

DATE: April 6, 1987
TO: Representative Bette Cato
Chairman

House®"sQommi ttee on Transportation

FROM: SenaS”™~"”~”"~Duncan

RE: SJR 18, AlCan Highway Commemorative Stamp

I respectfully request a hearing for this bill at your earliest
convenience. I am forwarding information to be used as backup

for this legislation.

The 50th Anniversary of the construction of the Alaska Highway,
referred to as the Alaska-Canada Highway, or the AlCan Highway,

is in the year 1992. It has been requested by Philatelic groups,
both 1in Alaska and Canada, that a commemorative stamp be issued
in honor of the event. I have included correspondence as backup

to the resolution.

Because of the requirement to submit a special request stamp
issuance 36-months 1in advance, by the U.S Postal Service Citizens
Stamp Advisory Committee 1in Washington, D.C., it is recommended
that the process be initiated right away. Through this
resolution, the Alaska Legislature will go on record as endorsing
this action.

District C



RO. Box V

State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99811
Phone: (907) 465-3114

Senate Advisory Council

MEMORANDUM

TO: Senator J. Duncan
Alaska State Legislature

ATTN: Ron Whitcraft
FROM: Lee Ann Lucas
Researcher
DATE: March 20, 1987
RE: Construction of the AlCan Highway

Request #87-001182

Attached is the information you requested on who constructed the
AlCan Highway.

Initial construction of the AlCan Highway was completed by the
U.S. Army. The units involved are listed below with their current
status. IFf they are still active, | also gave an address to contact
them.

ACTIVE
35th Engineer Battalion (originally 35th Combat Engineer Regiment)
Address: Commander

35th Engineer Battalion

Ft. Leonard Wood, Missouri 65473

76th Engineer Battalion (originally 340th General Services Regiment)
Address: Commander

76th Engineer Battalion

Ft. Drum, New York 13602

73rd Engineer Company (originally 73rd Light Ponton Company)
Address: Commander

73rd Engineer Company

Ft. Lewis, Washington 98433

Company D, 29th Engineer Topographic Battalion
Address: Commander
29th Engineer Topographic Battalion
Ft. Shatter, Hawaii 96858



INACTIVE
18th Engineer Battalion (originally 18th Combat Engineer Regiment)

93rd, 95th, and 97th Army Engineer Regiments
77th Engineer Battalion (originally 341st General Services Regiment)
74th Light Ponton Company
133rd and 134th Quartermaster Truck Company
140th and;141st Quartermaster Truck Company
428th Engineer Heavy Dump Truck Company
" Company A, 648th Engineer Topographic Battalion

Later the AlCan was improved to a year-round road with wider roadbeds.and
permanent bridges built by the U.S. Public Roads Administration.

information was Doris Thomas in Public

My contact person for the above
Her phone number is 862-9298.

Affairs at Ft. Richardson in Anchorage.

ITf you have any further questions, please don"t hesitate to call us.

JTS:jts

Attachment



A Pictorial History of the Alaska Highway

by stan cohen



northwest. Another access point was through
Skagway, Alaska. \

The road, when completed, traversed over
1400 miles, from Dawson Creek to its junction
with the Richardson Highway at Delta Junction,
Alaska.

J INITIAL CONSTRUCTION

The bombing of Pearl Harbor on December
7, 1941 was to produce one of the great
engineering feats of the century. The west coast

<of the United States and Canada and all of
Alaska lay open to a possible Japanese invasion
and the defense of the area was of paramount
importance in the early days of the war.

The attack had prompted President
Roosevelt to form the Special Cabinet Committee
to study the problems of building a road to
Alaska through Canada. Brigadier General C.L.
Sturdevant, the Assistant Chief of the United
States Army Corps of Engineers was detailed to
put together plans for the road 3 actual
struction at the earliest possible time. There

con—

was opposition to building the road even after
Pearl Harbor. The navy thought itcould keep the

sea lanes free of enemy intrusions and the army

questioned the use of badly needed supplies and

soldiers on such a large scale project. But the

pressing need for a quick decision to get men

and supplies to the area while the ground was

still frozen prompted action. After much haggl —
ing over which route to follow, a decision was

made on February 2, 1942 to follhw Route C or

the Prairie Route. On February 14 a directive

was issued for actual work to begin.

The plan was tostarta road from the end of
the railroad at Dawson Creek, British Columbia,
cutting a pioneer road suitable only for military
traffic to Whitehorse and terminating at Fair—
banks, Alaska. It was to be built as fast as
possible. Later itwas tobe fob wed up as a year
around road with wider roadbeds and perma-
nent bridges built by the United States Public
Roads Administration (PRA). .

Arrangements had to be made with, the
Canadian government, as most of the road
would be built through British Columbia and the

aQs



Governor Ernest Gruening of Alaska, second from left, visited the Public Hoads Administration camp in
Whitehorse in October, 1942. On the left is Brigadier General fames J. 0'Conner, Commanding General
of the highway construction. Third from left is"Colonel John Wheeler, in charge of the actual construc-
tion ana"to his right is Colonel K. Bush, Chief of Staff. NA



Yukon Territory, using American troops and
equipment. The Canadians agreed to furnish the
right of way; towaive import duties, sales taxes,
income taxes and immigration regulations, and
to permit the taking of timber, gravel and rock
from crownlands along the route. The
Americans agreed to pay for the construction
and to turn over the Canadian portion of the
road to the Canadian government six months
after the war ended.

The initial command of the construction
project was in the hands of General William M.
Hoge, who tried to control the entire length of
the route. He set up a southern sector head—
quarters at Ft. St. John and a northern sector
headquarters at Whitehorse. This arrangement
did not work due to the scope of the project and
in June General Hoge assumed command of the
northern sector. Colonel James A. 0 Tonner took
over the southern sector. 0"Conner, a 1907 West
Point graduate was the engineer in charge of
tunneling Corregidor®s fortress in Manila har—
bor. Due to a lack of control, over the entire pro—
ject and to supply problems, a Northwest Ser—
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vice Command was established in September,
1942 in Whitehorse with O Tonner, now a
general, in charge. The Command was in charge
ofall U.S. Army activities along the highway and
in that part of Canada.

By the firstweek of February, the President
had authorized the army to proceed with all
haste tobegin construction of the road. Itwas in—
itially named the Alcan Highway. Emergency
funds were allocated and orders were issued to
army troops to.proceed to the end of rail at
Dawson Crock. On March 2, 1942 the first train
carrying troops arrived at ihe town.

There were few .reliable maps of the pro—
posed route and only a few trails cut by the local
trappers and prospectors. There was a winter
trail from Dawson Creek to Ft. Nelson and a
wagon road from Whitehorse northwest to
Kluane Lake, but not much more.

The 35th Combat Engineers were ordered
to proceed to Dawson Creek and then to Ft.
Nelson to begin location work in the spring. The
340th General Service Regiment went to
Whitehorse and was tobuild the road south. The






341st General Service Regiment was stationed
at Ft. St. John and was to build the road to Ft.
Nelson. The 18th Combat Engineer Regiment
wont to Skagway and traveled the railroad to
Whitehorse to build the road northwest toward
Alaska.

Those four regiments were thus poised in
the spring of 1942 for the great construction job
ahead. Twelve hundred miles of road in Canada
and over 200 miles in Alaska were to be cut
through as quickly as possible. With the addition
of three more army regiments, the 93rd, 95th
and 97th — all ofwhich were composed of black
troops with white officers - the total strength
of troops for the construction job in 1942 was

over 11,000. The PRA also provided location
crews and private contractors during this
period.

Dawson Creek in early March was swarm—

ing with troops starting up the "road””to Ft. St.
John and Ft. Nelson. The road was to follow the
winter trail from Ft. St. John past Charlie Lake
through thick forests and along ridgetops on the
eastern slopes of the Rocky Mountains, crossing
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several large rivers and continuing to Ft.
Nelson.
Local trappers, Indians and prospectors

wore pressed into service to help locate the way,
although their suggestions for possible routes
were not always the most appropriate for a
motorized highway. Local packers, with their
mule teams were used to Help supply the ad-
vanced survey parties.

Six hundred thirty-five miles of wilderness
stretched from Ft. Nelson to Watson Lake, the
first settlement in the Yukon Territory. The
highest point of the road crossed Summit Lake at
over 4,000 feet. The road then traversed up
mountains and down valleys, crossing large
rivers and hundreds of small streams. The road
followed a general
Watson Lake. Names such as Trutch, Steamboat
Mountain, Toad River, Muncho Lake and the
Liard River were etched forever in the minds of
the soldiers who labored on the road.

At Lower Post, just south of the Yukon
border, the new road followed an -old road to
Watson Lake, where the route to the northwest

northwesterly direction to.

-h_/_(m__"""/l‘l“’



was very unclear. Several routes toWhitehorse
were explored and the one finally chosen follow—
ed the Rancheria River Valley across the
Mackenzie-Yukon River divide, then along the
Swift River to Teslin Lake and Marsh Lake. It
followed an old prospector”s trail toWhitehorse.
From Whitehorse, the road skirled® the
north side of the St. Elias Range, around the
south shore of Kluane Lake, the largest in the
Yukon, and crossed the large glacial rivers of
western Yukon - the Sims, the Donjek and the
White. At the Alaska border, over 1200 miles
fromDawson Greek, the route traversed through
the Tanana River Valley connecting Northway
and Tok to Delta Junction where the road con—
nected with the Richardson Highway, built in
the 1920s. Delta Junction is recognized by some

opposite ,
Surveying to Iay out a line for the
bulldozers to follow through the dense
forest was difficult but necessary. The
center line was roughed out on maps but
the f_ool-b!-foot line had to be surveyed
and investigated on the ground. Members
of the 341st Engineers survey between Ft.
St. John and Ft. Nelson in May. 1942, USAL

y

and Fairbanks by others as the official end of
the highway.

The soldiers of the army and the civilians of
the PRA faced countless days of below zero
temperatures, snow, rain, insects and even in—
tense heat coupled with the problems associated
with building a road in an unknown environ—
ment. “

By April, road Jlocaters were working
throughout the country with the hum of
bulldozers on their heels. Decisions on the route
were sometimes made on the spot and if the
route was not quite in the right place, the PRA
men corrected it later. Workers often climbed
trees to figure out the route ahead. Then the
bulldozers would cut out a path. Often three to
four miles of road were builtina day as thesum—
mer daylight hours permitted themen towork 24
hours a day. The big push was to get to Fair—
banks as soon as possible with a pioneer yoad.
Local bush pilots were hired to ferry men and
supplies along the route. The riverboats along
the Yukon®"s inland rivers and lakes were
pressed into service. There was no limit set on
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the amount of equipment or money to get the job
done. To the old-timers of the north, this
American explosion of power and wealth was
overwhelming.

There was o0 vrace against time 1in the
southern sector as spring thaws made travel
over the winter trail in the Ft. St. John to Ft.
Nelson area impossible. Supplies had to be
stockpiled on the route for the spring and sum—
mer construction period.

The most pressing problem along the route
was the inexperience of the -engineers in
building a highway on the muskeg and per—
mafrost. The ground ispermanently frozen year
around just below the muskeg in many areas
along the route and if the top layer is stripped
off. which was the case along part of the route,
the underlying ground thaws out anti produces a
quagmire which is difficult to deal with. Ditches
were installed to drain off the excess thawing
water, but were ineffective. Finally the crews
left the muskeg intact and built the road on top
of it, laying a roadbed of gravel where needed.

The construction methods took a terrific toll
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inmen and machines and there were bound" to
be accidents along the way. One of the worst
tragedies occurred at Charlie Lake near Ft.
Nelson on May 14, 1942. Eleven men drowned in
the lake when their raft capsized. Other men
were.killed in road accidents or died from the
extremely cold temperatures.

The route between Whitehorse and the
Alaska border was extremely difficult to work
on. There was no adequate route information
and the terrain was very difficult to cut a road
through. There were miles of swamps, large
glacial rivers to cross and much hard rock con—

struction — especially around Kluane Lake. Ice
jams in the rivers during the spring breakup
"were very dangerous. The temperatures in

winter fell to 50 degrees below zero and lower.
At this temperature, machinery would not func—
tion and itwas very dangerous to work outside.
But the work continued through the early spring,
summer and fall, with the road slowly being in—
ched toward Alaska. The troops were building
both north arid south of Whitehorse, the major
supply point of the northern sector, and toward



Whitehorse from Ft. Nelson. Additional troops
of the. 97th Engineers proceeded north from
Valdez, Alaska and started building the road
southeast to the Yukon border. The PRA and the
Alaska Road Commission personnel alsoworked

to improve the Richardson Highway into Fair—
banks.
Finally on September 24, 1942, bulldozer

operators of the 35th and 340th Regiments met
at Contact Creek (MP 588.1, Km 946.3) to close
the southern sector of the road at Beaver Creek,
Yukon (MP 1202, Km 1934) on October 20, 1942,
when troops working south from Alaska and
north from Whitehorse met. Thus the pioneer
road had been completed in record time (eight
months and twelve days) and an openings
ceremony was held at Soldiers Summit on.
Kluane Lake on November 20, 1942 to officially
celebrate the completion of an overland link to
northern Canada and Alaska. General 0 Tonnor
represented the United States «Army and
Minister lan Mackenzie represented Canada
along with a contingent of Royal Canadian
Mounted Police and American soldiers. This had
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been a joint effort of the United States and
Canada that probably would have been years off
if not sparked by wartime emergencies.

But this was only the beginning as the
pioneer road was just that — a partially single
lane, very rough road that would have to be
upgraded immediately in order to be usable by
the increasing military traffic.



Gastineau
Philatelic

Society

P. 0. BOX 341* JUNEAU, ALASKA £
020641

January 25, Z987 secretary

Jim Duncan

Alaska Senate

Capitol Building
Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Jim:

I am enclosing a letter we received from the Fort St. John
Junior Stamp Club, in regard to a joint Canada-US stamp commemora—
ting the 50th anniversary of the completion of the Alcan Highway.
At our last meeting we resolved to support the issuance of a
stamp in honor of the great event. The Anchorage Philatelic
Society feels the same way.

We believe this to be a very important event, so we are
asking your support at this time, and to do whatever 1is necessary
to get it accomplished. I am also writing Fran Ulmer & Bill
Hudson. Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

Mrs. Gloria Ahrensfeld
secretary



FORT ST. JOHN JUNIOR STAMP CUT.
c o 10003-100th Stroot
Fort St. John, B.C., VIJ JY5

Canada

September 30. 1986

Dear Sir/Madam:

The Fort St., John Junior Stamp Club, Hlocated at Mile 49 of the Alaska Highway is
asking the Governments of Canada and the United States to issue a joint
commemorative stamp in 1992 honouring the construction of the Alaska Highway.

the Alaska Highway helped to ensure that Alaska ana the
northwest would remain in Allied hands. It helped to tie down enemy forces u'i to
weaken opposition to the Allied war effort in the Pacific. That a L0 mile road
was built in. some of the roughest terrain and weather conditions known. the
short time of nine months in 1942 was itself an engineering miracle.

In its construction,

Since the end of the war, the Alaska Highway region has seen rrrren.fous
development. Today, this Highway carries the lifeblood nf the economies of
Alaska, Yukon and northern British Columbia along its route. In 1992, we will
celebrate the Fiftieth Anniversary of the construction of the Alaska Highway. We
have received the support of our regional government, the Peace Kiver-Liard
Regional District. Letters have been written to the representatives of ocher
governments along the length of the Alaska Highway. Now we ask that you lend your
support to this request by sending a letter of support to the addresses noted
below and by making your elected representatives aware that you support the issue
of commemorative stamps by Canada and the United States to honour the construction
of the Alaska Highway. It would be appreciated if you could send a copy of your

letter to the undersigned.

Send your letters to:
Mr. Rene Marin, Chairman and to Mr. r:irier., Chairman

Stamp Selection Committee Stamp Advisory Committee
Canada Post Corporation United Scare:: Postal Service

Ottawa, Ontario KI1A 0V1 Washington.

Sincerely yours,

Phil Cove
Advisor
Fort St. John Junior Stamp Club

JpoHsoroo n\ the Nrdspine. art < ..un <y iiiiun ~



LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS AGENCY
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE LIBRARY

May, 1988
Copies of minutes listed below were originally included
in this file. The minutes are available on the STAIRS
database CMPR. In order to save.space copies of minutes

have not been left in the files.
Mary Van Nimwegen



Date referred:? 3/30/87

April 13, 1987
DATE:.

The Transportation CSSJR 18(Trsp)

Committee has considered

Commemorating the 50th anniversary of the construction of the Alaska Highway
and requesting the issuance of commemorative postal stamps by the United
States Postal Service and the Canada Post Corporation.

KBCOMHCTDS :

[ ] replace with [ 1 the same title

[ ] attached amendment (s) [ 1 a new title

[X 7] do pass

[ ] do not pass

[ ] no recommendation

L ] individual recommendations
C

] additional referral to the Committee

ADOPTS; letter of intent

=
el

ATTACHES HEW FISCAL NOTE(s)

[ 1 fiscal impact [ ] same as previous fiscal note
[ 1 zero fiscal note published
[ 1 zero with analysis [ X] same as previous zero fiscal
note published I|aVim_
SIGVXTIG DO PASS; SIGHX95 OTHER HECOHMENDATIO#iS:

Chairman's signature



Official Buaine«a

NAMEP

COMMITTEE

House Transportation Committee

Nclud<ADDRESS

(/Wpo-riFF
Pw-C-1* "2

Subject of meeting:

CSSJR 18: Commemorative Stamp; AK HWY."s
50th Year

*HB 213: Allocation of Federal Highway F
Funds

PHONE ~ REPRESENTING ~ +oresnied®’

* indicates first public hearing



Mr. Speaker; s

The Al-Can Highway has been an inportant lifeline to
the development of the economies of Alaska and northwestern
CAnada. Construction on the highway began :n 1942 in
response to the bombing of Pearl Harbor which was thought
to have laid the entire west coast of the United State and
Canada open to a possible invasion from Japan. President
Roosevelt felt that access to the Territory was essential
to the country®s security and a construction plan was
quickly put into action. Construction of the highway at
that time was considered to be a great engineering
accomplishment given the 1500 miles of rough terrain to be
covered and the tecnology that was available at the tinme.

The 50th anniversary of the construction of the Al-Can
Highway is in 1992. In order to recognize this occasion,
CS SJR 18 has been introduced to encourage the United
States Postal Service and the Canada Post Corporation to
coordinate a simultaneous 1issuance of a United States stamp
and a Canadian stamp commemorating the event. Action 1is
required at this time because of the 36 month notice
required by the U. S. Postal Service Citizen"s Stamp
Advisory Committee in Washington, D. C. , as it considers
requests for the issue of special stamps. I urge your
support of CS SJR 18 so that the Alaska State Legislature

will go on record as endorsing this action.






Alaska State Legislature

P.O. Box Vv
House of Representatives Juneau, Alaska
) ) 99811
House Transportation Committee D

Official Business
(907) 465-4859

March 30, 1988

Ik********************************_ B R R ke S R AR R i ik b o i A R

COMMITTEE CALENDAR:

SJR 27: Urging the United States Army Corps of Engineers to
dredge the shoal developing in St. Paul Harbor,
Kodiak.

SJR 68: Relating to radioluminescent runway lights.

HB 544: "An Act relating to civil liability for voluntary
aircraft inspection programs."

FOR THIS MEETING, YOU HAVE BEEN GIVEN:
a folder on SJR 27 that includes:

item #1: SJR 27
#2: a statement from Senator Zharoff
#3: fiscal note - DOT/PF
#4: position paper - DOT/PF
#5: map of the shoal
#6: status of the shoal

#7: correspondences to and from the Governor

#8: correspondences to and from the Alaska“s
congressional delegation

#9: information on the original soundings

a folder on SJR 68 that includes:

item #1: SJR 68
#2: fiscal note - DOT/PF
#3: a statement from Sen. Johne Binkley
#4: letter of support - DOT/PF Commissioner
#5: resolutions and a letter of support

a folder on HB 544 that includes:

item #1: HB 544
#2: Tfiscal note - Dept, of Public Safety
#3: position paper - Dept, of Public Safety
#4: background information
#5: statutes



Senator Fred F Zharoff

Alaska State Legislature
P.0. BOX 405, KODIAK, ALASKA 99615  (907) 486-5259

DURING SESSION:
P.0. BOX V, JUNEAU, AuASKA 99811 « (907) 465-3473  465-3474

— — — DISIRICTN
ALASKA PENINSULA « ALEUTIAN CHAIN « BRISTOL BAY e« KODIAK ISLAND e LAKE CLARK/LAKE ILIAMNA e PRIBILOF ISLANDS ¢ SHUMAGIN ISLANDS

18 March, 1988

MEMORANDUM

TO Representative Betty Cato, Chair
House Transportation Committee

FROM: Senator Fred Zharof
I appreciate your scheduling SJR 27 for review by the House

Transportation Committee, and attached you will find back up
material relating to this measure.

As indicated in the text of the resolution, a shoal is
developing at St Paul Harbor which presents anavigational
hazard to the shippingindustry serving Kodiak. In an effort

to avert potential economic disruption to the region, | have
introduced this resolution requesting both the Governor and
our_ Congressional Delegation to urge the US Army Corps of
Engineers to initiate a dredging operation as soon as
possible.

Michael Thill, of my staff, will be availbale to discuss this
measure with either yourself or your staff.

Again, || thank you for your consideration of this measure.



STATE OF ALASKA 1988 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

FISCAL NOTE
Bill Version: SJR 27
REQUEST 3/30/8 8 Publish Date: None
Revision Date: AgencyAffected: DOT&PF
Title: Kodiak Harbor Shoaling BRU:.
Sponsor: Zharoff Components:

Requestor: Cato

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES:  (Tllousands oJf Dollars)
OPERATING Fy 88 FY 89 FY 90 Fy 91 FY 92 FY 93
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS, CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQOUS

TOTAL OPERATING -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- 0
CAPITAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- 0
REVENUE | -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- 0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)
GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS

OTHER

TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- 0
POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
PART-TIME -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
TEMPORARY -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-

ANALYSIS: Assumes no cost to the State If the City of Kodiak acts as Local Sponsor.

Prepared by: Willian R, Snell (signed) Phone: 266-1440
Division: Regional Dire tbCentral Region Date: 3/30/88
Approved by Commissioner _ / . I . Date: 3/30/88

Agency: Department of Tramsportation and Publip/~Facilities

Distribution (by preparer):
Legislative Finance
Legislative Sponsor
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
Impacted Agency(ies) Page 1 of 2
Senate Secretary



FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS SJR 27

Current information verifies that the shoal in St. Paul Harbor is growing.
However, information gathered by NOAA is not adequate to determine what
solution will be best for eliminating the shoal as a hazard to navigation.
The Corps of Engineers is prepared to proceed with a Reconnaissance Study
under the continuing authority of their Section 107 Program to gather more
information about the shoal. The Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities (DOT&PF) agrees that there is a need to further study the shoal.

1. Background

During the summer of 1986, a request was submitted to the Department of
Commerce's National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
requesting they study a subsurface formation in Kodiak's St. Paul Harbor.

2. Current Status

NOAA has completed their field work by gathering data on the shoal's
formation. NOAA has forwarded copies of their preliminary analysis, as
well as copies of their advance final review comments, to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers as well as SealLand, Inc., and the shipping company's
consultant's Peratovich, Nottingham and Drage. There has been a change in
the shoal's formation since 1982 when data was previously gathered.

The shoal Is presently outside of the Corps existing project limits for
dredging in St. Paul Harbor. However, the Corps of Engineers is prepared
to initiate a study project under their Section 107 Continuing Authority
Program. The study project has three phases: Reconnaissance; Feasibility;
and Construction.

3. Costs
Under the Section 107 Program, the Corps will assume all costs for the
first phase of the project (Reconnaissance). It is estimated the

Reconnaissance Study will cost the Corps approximately $50,000. If the
Corps determines that the shoal Is a hazard to navigation, they will
proceed to conduct a Feasibility Study. The preparation of the
Feasibility Study will require a 50/50 cost share with a local sponsor.
It Is our assumption that the City of Kodiak will act as local sponsor.
The cost of the Feasibility Study is estimated to total $150,000.
Finally, if it is determined to be in the best interest of navigational
safety to proceed with a construction (dredging) project, the ’ncal
sponsor will be required to share in up to 20 percent of the c nstruction
costs. The Corps does not have any cost estimate available for the
construction (dredging) phase of the project.

4. Maintenance Costs

The periodic maintenance costs for maintaining the approach charnel will
be borne by the Corps.



Dept, of Transportation & Public Facilities

Mark S. Hicke

Cogmissioner

title: Dredging of shoal in St. Paul date: /*3/sn
Harbor, Kodiak

BILL no: SJR 27 approved:

Current information verifies that the shoal in St. Paul Harbor is growing.
However, information gathered by NOAA is not adequate to determine what
solution tfill be best for eliminating the shoal as a hazard to navigation.
The Corps of Engineers is prepared to proceed with a Reconnaissance Study
under the continuing authority of their Section 107 Program to gather more
information about the shoal. The Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities (DOT&PF) agrees that there is a need to further study the shoal.

1. Background

During che summer of 1986, a request was submitted to the Department of
Commerce's National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
requesting they study a subsurface formation in Kodiak's St. Paul Harbor.

2. Current Status

NOAA has completed their field work by gathering data on the shoal's
formation. NOAA has forwarded copies of their preliminary analysis, as
well as copies of their advance final review comments, to the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers as well as SealLand, Inc., and the shipping company's
consultant's Peratovich, Nottingham and Drage. There has been a change in
the shoal's formation since 1982 when data was previously gathered.

The shoal is presently outside of the Corps existing project limits for
dredging in St. Paul Harbor. However, the Corps of Engineers is prepared
to initiate a study project under their Section 107 Continuing Authority
Program. The study project has three phases: Reconnaissance; Feasibility;
and Construction.

3. Costs
Under the Section 107 Program, the Corps will assume all costs for the
first phase of the project (Reconnaissance). It is estimated the
Reconnaissance Study will cost the Corps approximately $50,000. If the

Corps determines that the shoal is a hazard to navigation, they will
proceed to conduct a Feasibility Study. The preparation of the
Feasibility Study will require a 50/50 cost share with a local sponsor.
It is our assumption that the City of Kodiak will act as local sponsor.
The cost of the Feasibility Study is estimated to total $150,000.
Finally, if it is determined to be in the best interest of navigational
safety to proceed with a construction (dredging) project, the local
sponsor will be required to share in up to 20 percent of the construction
costs. The Corps does not have any cost estimate available for the
construction (dredging) phase of the project.

For further information call Susan Fleischhauer at 465-3900



Maintenance Costs

The periodic maintenance costs for maintaining the approach channel will
be borne by the Corps.






November 3, 1986

Honorable Fred T. Zharoff

Box 405
Kodiak, AK 99615

Dear Senator Zharoff:

In 1986 we were fortunate enough to obtain soundings
of the problem shoal in St. Paul Harbor, as well as
soundings in front of Pier 3 and the area off the spit,
thanks to your help in getting the ball rolling. We
have more work ahead: now we can compare them with

the 1983 soundings taken by NOAA, but never published.

This shoal does not seem to go away, and could continue

to grow. It is now a hazard to navigation for all vessels
entering St. Paul Harbor, because of the narrow range

of approach to Pier 3. As you are aware, a vessel must

go around the shoal and make a semicircle in approaching
Pier 3 in a very small area.

With new ships coming into the Alaska trade, the steamship
industry will be further hampered by the confined approach
to Pier 3 via St. Paul Harbor As Kodiak increases

its position in the world seafood industry, the larger
vessels could be restricted in the use of this vital

port. As we all know, the Port of Kodiak will become

the "hub™ collecting and distributing fish, Alaska"s

most vital resource, from all of the outports to the
domestic and export markets.

Since the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is responsible
for keeping existing waterways open for interstate and
foreign commerce, it is essential that we immediately
make the following request, through the proper channels.



1. You, as the area"s State Senator, should immediately
request funds from the Congressional Supplemental Appropri-
ations before February 1987 to determine the content

of the shoal, by core drilling, as well as total size

and an estimate of removal costs. We would then hope

to obtain the funds to remove this hazard to navigation

in the immediate future.

2. If you write to the Governor, and he in turn writes
the two Alaska Senators and one Congressman in Washington,
we do stand a chance of getting action in February 1987.

I know you are are aware of the 'tricky' navigational
problems in St. Paul Harbor, particularly with larger
vessels, the tides, and the various changing cross winds
experienced in getting a vessel to the dock in such
close waters. It is also possible that a grounded vessel
could jeopardize the commerce of the Port of Kodiak
during a busy shipping season, preventing further use

by large seagoing vessels.

Thank you in advance for your assistance on this very

important issue. | will be discussing this further
with you by telephone as well as in person.

HLS/Ic



ALASKA PENINSULA -

Senator Fred F. Zharoff

Alaska State Legislature
P. 0. BOX 405, KODIAK, ALASKA 99615 (907) 486-5259
DURING SESSION:
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ALEUTIAN CHAIN + BRISTOL BAY + KODIAK ISLAND ¢+ LAKE CLARK/LAKE ILIAMNA +« PRIBILOF ISLANDS

May 6, 1986

Honorable Bill Sheffield
Governor of Alaska

Box A

Juneau, Alaska 99811

Dear Governor Sheffield:

| respectfully request your assistance in contacting Alaska's
congressional delegation and in working with the federal government
regarding a matter of great importance to Kodiak Island and western
Alaska.

A large shoal apparently is forming 900 yards off the face of the
Kodiak dock in St. Paul Harbor. This shoal could jeopardize navigation
by restricting the turning circle area. Because of various rapidly
changing cross-winds and tidal actions, the Port of Kodiak already is a
very difficult port to maneuver in and out of. This shoal makes it much

worse.

The shoal appears to be 25 feet under the surface at low tide.
Container ships now coming into Kodiak draw between 25 feet and 40 feet.
Sea-Land Service, Inc., has plans to replace its current fleet with
larger ships that all draw 40 feet. If a ship were to strike the shoal,
the southwest entrance to Kodiak harbor could be blocked. The shoal is
not shown on existing nautical charts.

The formation of this shoal is a veryserious matter for Kodiak.
The community and the region, like most of Alaska, is heavily dependent
on sea transportation for goods and services. If large ships run into
underwater barriers while entering and departing the Port of Kodiak, the
effect on the local economy could be devastating. Kodiak is the supply
center for the region. It is the shipmentcenter for millions of
dollars worth of seafood. If goods cannot be shipped in, and our
seafood cannot be shipped out, Kodiak's system of commerce would be
destroyed.

At this time, the main problem with the shoal is that we do not
have much information about it — size, how fast it is growing, exact
location, etc. Enclosed are copies of the letters | wrote to Alaska's
congressional delegation requesting them to explore the possibility of
obtaining a supplemental appropriation for Army Corps of Engineers to
have the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration conduct a
survey of the shoal during the course of the agency's planned summer

*+ SHUMAGIN ISLANDS



Honorable Bill Sheffield May 6, 1986

survey work. The cost of the additional survey should be less than
$100,000.

I would be most grateful, Governor, if you could also write to our
congressional delegation requesting them to seek funding for the survey.
Please contact me if you require additional information.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely

Fred F. Zharoff
Alaska State Senate

Enclosure

cc: Commissioner William Knapp
John Pugh, Kodiak city mayor
Sam Gesko, Kodiak city manager
> H.L. Schuyler, Sea-Land



BILL SHEFFIELD

GOVERNOR

State of A laska
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

Juneau

June 17, 1986

The Honorable Fred F. Zharoff
P.0O. Box 405
Kodiak, AK 99615

Dear Fred,

Staff from the Department of Transportation and Public
Facilities has reviewed the information available on the
Kodiak Harbor shoal and has talked to Kodiak residents to
obtain more current information. As a result of that
review, Commissioner Knapp has written to the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) requesting
assistance on the project to document the shoal and any
changes that may be occurring.

To follow up on your specific request that | ask the Alaska
Congressional Delega ;i<-u to seek funding for the project,
my staff in the Wash on, D.C., office spoke with Senator
Stevens Zoffice. It is our understanding that a request
was made to the Corps of Engineers that information on the
Kodiak shoal be uj ated and examined and your specific
request to help the community develop a plan to prevent the
shoal from becoming a .v-"rier to the use of the harbor be
considered. The Corps a .ould be replying to that request
with whatever current information 1is available and with
some comments about pursuing the mapping of the shoal to
determine if it is changing.

When we receive responses from NOAA and the Corps of
Engineers, we will relay that information to you. In
addition, our staff will continue to work with the Congres—
sional Delegation to ensure continued attention to this
problem. In the interim, if | can be of any further assis—
tance in this matter, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Bill Sheffield
Governor



MEMORANDUM State of Alaska

Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

™ The Honorable Bill Sheffield pae: June 9, 1986

Governor FILE NO:

TELEPHONE NO:

465-3900
SUBJECT:

Kodiak/Harbor

Shoaling

The Department of Transportation and Public Facilities has re—
viewed a copy of Senator Fred Zharoff®"s May 6, 1986, letter to
you regarding a shoaling problem in Kodiak Harbor. We support
the Senator®"s efforts to gather information regarding the under —
water formation®s origin and development.

The Department will be notifying the U.S. Department of Com—
merce®"s National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) of
the community®"s interest in studying the subsurface formation.
NOAA has an active research program within its Bathymetric Map—
ping Group and is always interested in identifying conditions
affecting current nautical charts. It is possible their upcoming
program may allow them to include a reconnaissance of the harbor
area this summer.

cc: William R. Snell, Deputy Commissioner, Central Region



Senator Fred F. Zharoff

Alaska State Legislature

i P.0. BOX 405. KODIAK, ALASKA 99615  (907) 486-5259
DURING SESSION:
po-80X v-JUNEAU, ALASKA 99811 « (3071 465-3473 « 465-3474

: DISTRICTN ~

13 March, 1987

The Honorable Steve Cowper
Governor
State of Alaska

Dear Governor Cowper:

This correspondence is a follow up to my letter of November
21st, 1986 concerning the development of a shoal 1in the St

Paul Harbor at Kodiak. As you know, the emergence of this
shoal presents an impediment to navigation, with potential for
economic disruption to the region. Additionally, harbor

navigability 1is both vital to, and consistent with the policy
position taken by the state with respect to development of
international export trade.

I respectfully request your assistance in urging support from
our Congressional Delegation to request the US Army Corps of
Engineers to dredge the shoal at St Paul Harbor, Thank you
for your consideration of this matter.

Sincerel

haroff

cc: H.L. Schuyler
Sea-Land Service, Inc.
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State of A las ica

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

Juneau

April 17, 1987

The Honorable Ted Stevens
United States Senate

522 Hart Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Stevens:

During the last few months there have been a number of
contacts between our offices regarding the development of a
hazard to navigation in Kodiak®"s St. Paul Harbor and the
need for the gathering of data on the subsurface formation.
We want to thank you for your previous support of our
requests to study the shoal.

Since our previous contact, the National Oceanic and Atmo—
spheric Administration (NOAA) has completed a series of
soundings on the shoal. It is our understanding that the
information has been forwarded to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. Preliminary analysis indicates the shoal has
changed in formation since sounding studies were conducted
in 1983. Since the change 1in the formation®s shape can now
be substantiated, we believe it is important to continue to
determine the impacts of the shoal on navigation.

We are requesting your support 1in encouraging the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers to select the project for further study
under their "Section 107, Continuing Authority Program.
Under the Section 107 program, the Corps will be able to
conduct a reconnaissance study to determine the shoal"s
particular characteristics and identify some possible
solutions to mitigating it-> impact on navigation. It is
only by proceeding with the reconnaissance study that we
eventually may be able to determine the best solution for
removing the shoal.

Your support of this request will be appreciated.
Sincerely,

S/S Steve Cowper

Steve Cowper
Governor

cc: Senator Fred Zharoff
Alaska State Legislature



