


















Improved access as a result of the inter-tie road is likely to increase both legal and illegal hunting and fishing
pressure, to the possible detriment of some currently utilized species.  As a result, increases in both deer
and wolf mortality can be anticipated.  Even at current access levels, I am aware of two instances in the fall
of 2003 where wolves were shot and abandoned on the Portage Bay road system.

Although road densities do not currently exceed established recommendations at the smaller project level,
human access, hunter and trapper harvest, and illegal kill may lead to wolf mortality concerns within the
province.  … It is important to note that while road densities are below established thresholds when viewed
at the larger scale, when viewed at the smaller project scale, road densities in some portions of the province
already exceed theestablished guidelines for wolf mortality.









P.O. Box 961 

Haines, AK  99827 

September 10, 2014 

 

Alaska DOT & PF 

6860 Glacier Highway 

Juneau, Alaska  99801-7999 

 

Re:  Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan 

Hello: 

This letter documents my feedback on the above plan.  My comments focus on the proposed 
Juneau Access Road.  

 

1)  The proposed Juneau access road has inherent safety problems.  Obvious dangers include 
snow avalanche and rock fall.  People may get trapped in avalanches or stranded behind them.  
I think the road will have a much higher risk in winter, though summer travel may pose rock fall  
risk. 

This project is similar to the North Cascades Highway completed in 1972, Washington State. 
That highway is closed 5-7 months of the year due to slide hazard, though it was planned as a 
year-round road across the Cascade Mountains.  The following excerpt is from the Washington 
Department of Transportation website  www.wsdot.wa.gov/Traffic/Passes/NorthCascades, 
under “frequently asked questions”.  

Why not keep the highway open all winter? 

We did keep it open one winter - the drought of 1976-77.  
 
We cannot physically keep the North Cascades Highway open all winter. The North 
Cascades Highway has avalanche chutes that are more than 2,000 feet long. Even if a 
couple inches of snow slides, the chutes can dump a 20-foot-deep avalanche on the 
highway in a matter of minutes. Couple that with the fact that the highway has among 
the most avalanche chutes of any mountain highway in the country, and there's no way 
anyone could provide a safe highway, short of putting the route in a tunnel (which would 
eliminate all of its appeal, even if someone had that much money). 

The proposed Juneau access road has more avalanche chutes than the North Cascades 
highway.   Our kids will be traveling this road for school sports and I fear for their safety. 

 



1)  The proposed Juneau access road makes no provision for walk-on passengers. 

The proposal includes no provision for a safe and secure place at the Kazehin ferry terminal site 
for waiting walk-on passengers, nor does the plan include provision for a transport link for foot 
passengers from Kazehin to Juneau.  The Juneau access road is an incomplete proposal with 
inherent risks to stranded passengers, especially the elderly and young in inclement weather. 

 

3)  The proposed Juneau access road is unreliable due to likely snow, rock and debris slides. 
Many Haines residents travel.  Both drivers and foot traffic from Haines risk missing their 
connection with departing flights due to road conditions.   

The ferry, on the other hand, is able to ply the waters of Lynn Canal even in severe weather 
(unlike flying or driving).   FERRYS ARE RELIABLE. 

 

4)  I believe your costs for both construction of and maintenance of the proposed Juneau access 
road are underestimated.  I don’t think sufficient engineering exploration has occurred to 
determine the magnitude of the project cost, nor the enormity of maintenance and repair 
costs.   

What will happen if DOT has insufficient funds to maintain and keep the Juneau road open 
year-round?  How will people then move between Juneau and Haines/Skagway if the road is 
closed (as it is for the North Cascades Highway)?  Will the citizens of Alaska end up with a high-
priced road that is useable only part of the year (by virtue of maintenance and/or construction 
costs)? 

Any underestimate of construction and/or maintenance costs will certainly affect the rest of SE 
transportation system.  At the Haines meeting, Andy Hughes said that there is declining State 
and Federal transportation funding.  Given that, will future DOT budgets be sufficient to 
maintain the road?  Can we build the road if Federal funding declines? 

 

5)  The proposed Juneau road presents an economic burden for foot passengers bound for 
Juneau.  Without a through-link to Juneau, foot passengers will be subject to whatever free 
enterprise dictates.  It could be upwards of several hundred dollars if the trip from Kazehin to 
Juneau is by cab. 

 

6)  There is no public consensus on this project.  Andy Hughes indicated at the Haines SATP 
meeting that some people wanting to drive out of Juneau are pushing for construction of the 
Juneau road.   

The Juneau road seems like a massive project with great economic and safety risks for the few 
people who can already board a ferry and achieve the same end result. 



On the other hand, this road represents a huge loss to the people of Haines and Skagway both 
in terms of safe reliable travel to Juneau as well as potential economic impact if we lose cruise 
ship dockings due to environmental disturbance to the now-pristine Lynn Canal waterway. 

 

7)  I believe there is a better mix of Alaska Class Ferries and schedules that will provide 
affordable, safe and reliable transportation between Haines/Skagway and Juneau.  I think more 
study is needed.  The proposed Juneau access road is an economic and social sink hole. 

 

I appreciate your planning efforts, and I believe ferries are our safe and reliable transportation 
for SE Alaska.  The optimum economic mix of ferries, ports, and schedules just has yet to be 
explored. 

 

Diane La Course 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 



ADOT&PF – Southeast Region Planning 

PO Box 112506 

Juneau, Alaska 99811-2506 

This letter is in response to the proposed plan for the KAKE-PETERSBURG CORRIDOR ROAD. 

I address two concerns: SAFETY and NEED and COST. 

SAFETY:   EXAMPLES of real dangers of driving an automobile or truck the 51 miles both ways between 
Kake and Petersburg year round on a one way road.  Several serious concerns arise: 

     Weather could and will bring deep snows whereby plowing would be a very difficult if not impossible 
task thus stranding vehicles in cold conditions and with few options.  

     Weather could and will bring heavy rains causing landslides and windfalls blocking the road for 
indeterminant periods of time, causing possible accidents and injuries, stranding vehicles in cold wet 
conditions for untold hours. 

     Weather could and will bring many periods of freeze and thaw during the winter months causing 
hazardas if not impossible driving conditions and the likelihood of vehicles being stranded for 
indeterminate periods of time. 

     Visibility for driving in the darker times of the year when there are few hours of daylight increases the 
possibility of accidents and death of people and animals. 

     The above examples are but a few of the most obvious and do not include the possibility of insobriety 
as a contributing factor to accidents which would need emergency help. 

NEED:  ALTERNATIVE SOURCES of ENERGY: 

To my knowledge, there have not been serious studies as to the possibility of using the three most 
obvious sources of alternative energy for Kake:  HYDROPOWER  -  WIND POWER – SOLAR ENERGY. A 
combination of these three would be much less expensive, less disruptive to people and to the 
environment. And the best part is that they could be owned by the City of Kake, providing jobs and local 
ownership and management. With the forecast for diminished population this would be reasonable. 

COST: 

The cost of financing the road construction, the building of a shuttle ferry, and a new terminal, each 
accompanied with year round maintenance personnel and upkeep equipment, is just mindboggling.  It 
seems too fanciful to believe. The site for location for the new terminal at the narrow mouth of 
Wrangell Narrows where extreme tidal forces occur for several hours twice daily year-round, causes 
deep concern.    In addition to being a dangerous navigational site it would be an eyesore in a 
breathtaking beautiful area opening out into the wide expanse of Frederick Sound.  



 

The question has to be asked: Has a comprehensive market survey been done that would demonstrate 
that the NEED for this road and ferry?  Is there a real need for this type of extensive disruption? 

Is there a more practical solution to the need for cheaper power and for better access? 

I hope these remarks reach open minds ready to consider better solutions. I know spending less money 
than that amount already budgeted is not the usual agency response to suggestions of less expensive 
and more practical solutions. 

Sincerely, 

Pauline S. Lee 

 

      

 

 



September 30, 2014 
PO Box 53 
Tenakee Springs, AK  99841 

 
RE:  Comments on Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan 
 
Gentlefolk: 
 
As a resident of Tenakee Springs, I’m appalled to once again see the same tired and 
absurd plans for building roads across Chichagof Island. These plans are not something 
that we want in Tenakee. We have consciously chosen to keep our community roadless.  
But, even if we hadn’t, these roads would increase our transportation costs, requiring us 
to own vehicles in Tenakee or to store them at the ferry terminals.  Driving the proposed 
road system would be far more hazardous than boarding a ferry in Tenakee, and for much 
of the year, would be dangerous and frequently impassable due to snow.  Unless DOT 
chooses to spend a fortune plowing long stretches of road whenever it snows, all the 
roads proposed to come to Tenakee Inlet will be impassable for many months of each 
year.  The cost of maintaining any road from Hoonah to Tenakee Inlet would be very 
large, and the traffic very light even when it wasn’t snow covered.  Plus, we don’t want a 
road connecting Tenakee to the ferry system. 
 
The idea of a road at the upper end of Tenakee Inlet crossing to Pelican is a travesty.  
Again, such a road would have to go very high, and the top of the Inlet is much colder 
and snowier than anything near town.  All such a road would do is devastate a pristine 
and spectacular wild area, with little benefit to Pelican or Hoonah and none to Tenakee. 
 
Putting a road up the Kadashan drainage is an even worse idea.  This is a LUD II area and 
a place whose wilderness character is deeply engrained in the hearts of our community 
members. And, putting a shuttle ferry at each end of such a road is ludicrous—if such 
ferries weren’t available all day long, they’d be pretty useless, and to shuttle back and 
forth would be hugely expensive. Plus, most of us truly appreciate that it is somewhat 
difficult to get to our community.  We like it that people who come here really want to be 
here and had to work at it.  
 
I urge you to eliminate all these bad ideas from the plan now, and to keep them out in the 
future.  Tenakee can do quite well with our current ferry schedule for a very long time, 
and the character of our town, would be permanently and negatively altered if any of 
these proposals were to occur.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Steve Lewis 
 





Lynn Canal Conservation 
PO Box 964 
Haines, AK 99827 
Lynncanalconservation@gmail.com 
 
Submitted via email on September 29, 2014 
 
 
ADOT&PF – Southeast Region Planning 
P.O. Box 112506 
Juneau, Alaska 99811-2506 
 
RE: SATP 2014 Comments  
 
General Comments 
Lynn Canal Conservation (LCC) is a grassroots conservation organization based in Haines.  We 
participated in the current SATP process with comments filed in December 2008, July 2009, and 
November 2011.  Our comments have consistently stated a preference for community-to-community 
ferry service, and have consistently opposed proposed new road segments in general, and strongly 
opposed a Juneau road extension in particular because it will be a costly, unsafe and unreliable dead-
end road.  Even though public sentiment has consistently and strongly favored improving Alaska 
Marine Highway service and consistently and strongly opposed dead-end roads with shorter ferry 
links, the Alaska Department of Transportation (DOT) still proposes to dismantle public transportation 
between communities, requiring all Alaska Marine Highway System (AMHS) passengers accessing 
Juneau from Haines and Skagway to travel with a vehicle. Our comments will focus on how the 
proposed changes to the Upper Lynn Canal transportation corridor will impact our members and 
community, and the overall health of the AMHS.  We will also discuss how the preferred alternative is 
incompatible with stated SATP goals, articulated SATP mission statement, and purpose and need, and 
also with Alaska Statewide Transportation Plan policies.  
 
Available Transportation Funding and the Need for Fiscal Constraint 
The SATP acknowledges as fact that state and federal transportation funds are decreasing (page 2).  
Because of this fact, the state transportation plan articulates a need for fiscal constraint and says that a 
Juneau road “may or may not be completed” due to insufficient funds.  (2008 Alaska State 
Transportation Plan, page 21).  In fact, during the current SATP planning process, DOT admitted that 
projects “exceeding $300 million over the next ten years are not considered realistic.” (SATP Plan 
Assumptions, 2009).  In spite of these acknowledged financial realities, building the half-billion dollar 
Juneau road extension incredulously remains a “SATP priority” (page 10).  Where will the money 
come from? What other essential projects in Southeast and around the state will not receive funding? 
While discussing the necessity for sustainability, on one hand, proposing building an unpopular road 
with no financial plan to ensure construction will be completed is ludicrous.  
 
Specifically, it is anticipated that an East Lynn Canal (ELC) road would be completed in 2020 (page 
12).  Assuming construction begins in 2015, the six-year project would require a capital expenditure of  
$96.8 million each year. ($581 million total price tag, SATP page 18, divided by 6).  But the Plan 
states that only $61 million will be available per year for all new construction (page 14).  If the entire 
$61 million allocated for new construction is spent on an ELC road extension through “completion” in 
2020, only $366 million would be available.  Where does the additional $200 million come from?  
Even if every construction dollar available were spent on this one project over the next 6 years, the 



funding is insufficient. Sinking dwindling transportation dollars into the half-billion dollar Juneau dead 
end extension that has insufficient funds to complete is contrary to the SATP goal “to ensure that 
future transportation investments are in the public interest” (page 5).  In this context, the word 
boondoggle seems entirely appropriate. 
 
The SATP rationalizes the state’s ability to finance this “priority” by making the unrealistic “key 
assumption” that “necessary capital and operating funding will be available for the 20 year plan 
period” (page 9).  This “assumption” clearly is not supported by the fiscal reality of declining funding 
admitted on page 2.  
 
The 2020 timeframe for completing this boondoggle is also not grounded in reality.  For example, 
another “key assumption” is that environmental reviews will be on schedule.  However, the Juneau 
Access EIS was expected out in January, and is currently more than a half-year behind schedule. The 
Plan assumes the contract for the first segment will be awarded this year (page 18).  There is no 
mention of the likely possibility of another court challenge, which would further delay the project for 
years.  In this regard, the SATP premise that “assumptions tend toward an optimistic scenario” (page 
9), is incredibly understated.  A better characterization would be that SATP assumptions are both 
unrealistic and fiscally irresponsible. 
 
Impacts to Haines Residents from Building an East Lynn Canal Road 
The September 10, 2014 Haines public meeting mirrored the Skagway public meeting in that 
opposition to an ELC road was strongly expressed by nearly every speaker, in a standing room only 
crowd.  The reason for the unpopularity of an ELC road extension is that if constructed, Juneau access 
would diminish, would be unsafe, and would be unreliable.  It would diminish access for walk-on 
passengers at all times, and diminish access for those choosing to travel with a vehicle during 
avalanche season and during numerous land, rock, and debris slide events. 
 
DOT has yet to analyze the percentage of ferry passengers who travel without vehicles.  A McDowell 
report indicates that walk-on traffic accounts for 45% of passengers. (McDowell Marketing and 
Pricing Study, 2000, page 65). This large percentage of ferry users will be forced to fly to Juneau, as 
no public transportation will be provided between Katzehin and Juneau.  (The statement that 
commercial bus service “may be provided” -page 13 - is inconsistent with information provided in the 
2006 Juneau Access EIS, and inconsistent with a lack of commercial bus service at Auk Bay and 
Hollis).  Walk-on passengers will have to fly, weather permitting, more than tripling the current 
AMHS cost to Juneau.  This removes this “preferred low cost mode of passenger travel between 
communities.”  (SATP Plan Assumptions, 2009, page 6).  As previous SATP’s have acknowledged, 
weather frequently makes commuter air service unreliable, sometimes for many consecutive days.  
Consequently, traveling opportunities for this large segment of the traveling public will both decrease 
and become substantially more expensive. 
 
The last available Juneau Access EIS acknowledges up to 34 days of road closures due to avalanche 
danger, making an East Lynn Canal Road unreliable for the 55% of AMHS passengers who do travel 
with a vehicle.  Since that EIS was published, a geotechnical report identifies an additional 112 
geological hazards consisting of land, rock and debris slides.  (Zone 4 Geotechnical Investigation, 
Golder, December 2006, page 34).  As yet there is no quantification of additional closures due to these 
acknowledged hazards.  Since none of these events are predictable, those residents traveling to Juneau 
for medical or business appointments, or for jet travel, will no longer have reliable access.  This bleak 
scenario of decreased, unreliable, unsafe, and more expensive access to Juneau will bring many 
hardships to the residents of Haines and Skagway. For example, 19% of Haines and 16% of Skagway 



residents travel to Juneau for medical reasons (2006 FEIS, Appendix I, pages 19 and 20). Reliable 
access to necessary healthcare is another reason why Haines and Skagway so vehemently oppose an 
ELC road. 
 
 
Impacts to the Rest of the Alaska Marine Highway System 
The importance of the ports of Haines and Skagway to the viability of the entire ferry system remains 
unanalyzed in the SATP.  However a report prepared for the Municipality of Skagway by the 
McDowell Group in June 2014 makes clear that “Haines and Skagway are two of the highest-volume 
ports in terms of passenger, vehicle and freight traffic and in terms of revenue contributed to the 
overall system.” (North Lynn Canal Ferry Service Analysis page 1).  Additionally, “the Lynn Canal 
market is an economic opportunity for the system that can help underwrite the essential service 
provided to lower volume communities.”  (id.)  Analyzing the revenue impacts to the rest of the marine 
highway from removing the ports of Haines and Skagway is a major failing of the SATP analysis.  
 
An Equitable AMHS Rate Structure is Still Missing 
The need for an equitable fare system to reduce AMHS costs was identified in the 1999 SATP. (LCC 
November 2011 SATP comments). That this obvious means for creating an AMHS that would need a 
smaller state subsidy remains absent speaks volumes to DOT’s pro-road bias.  Obviously the AMHS 
can be made more cost effective by having an equitable fare structure. (LCC Feb 2004 SATP 
comments, p. 5)  For example, the McDowell report shows adult Haines-Skagway per nautical mile 
fares are the highest in the system at $2.38. Conversely, Petersburg-Sitka fares are only 29 cents per 
nautical mile.  Haines-Skagway vehicle fares are also the highest at $3.77 per nautical mile, with 
Petersburg-Sitka fares at 60 cents per nautical mile. On the basis of this information, it is logical to 
conclude that Haines-Skagway fares are subsidizing Petersburg-Sitka fares.  Continuing to ignore an 
erratic and nonsensical AMHS rate structure while advocating that the AMHS is too costly to maintain 
and operate is absurd. 
 
The Alaska Class Ferry (ACF) 
Utilizing the two new ACF’s in the Upper Lynn Canal will substantially reduce costs for the AMHS. 
According to the McDowell North Lynn Canal Ferry Service Analysis cited above, the average cost 
per mile for Lynn Canal ferry service in FY 2012 was $527.  ACF ferry costs per mile are projected to 
be $173 for Haines to Juneau and $336 for Haines to Skagway (page 7).  Even with a $527 per mile 
cost, the 2006 Juneau Access FEIS found that existing ferry service was more economical to the 
state over a 30-year period than building an ELC road. ($61 million in state costs versus $88 million, 
2006 Juneau Access FEIS page 4-41) With ACF’s coming on line soon, it makes absolutely no sense 
to invest scarce transportation dollars in the debacle of an East Lynn Canal road. 
 
Incompatibility with Stated SATP Purpose and Need, Mission Statement, and Goals  
DOT went through a multi-year public process (from 2008 through 2011) of taking input on an 
appropriate mission statement, goals, and purpose and need.  At the very least this draft SATP should 
be consistent with the mission statement, goals, and purpose and need statement generated through that 
process.  However, the contrary is true. 
 
Purpose and Need:  The SATP purpose and need to “ensure the continuing opportunity to travel 
among the communities of Southeast Alaska to meet basic needs and support the local and regional 
economy by providing the most financially sustaining transportation system that resources permit” 
(page 3) cannot be met by building a road from Juneau to Katzehin.  As previously discussed, the 
opportunity to travel between upper Lynn Canal communities will be unpredictable, unreliable, and 



unsafe.  It will also dramatically increase costs and decrease travel opportunity for walk-ons, including 
the hundreds of students who travel between Southeast communities for sport and other school 
activities.   The basic need to access Juneau for healthcare and jet travel will become a crap shoot.  
Constructing a road with insufficient funds to complete the project is the antithesis of financial 
sustainability.  As stated previously, the 2006 Juneau Access EIS analysis showed that existing ferry 
service was the cheaper and therefore the more financially sustainable option.  Also we believe ELC 
road construction and m&o costs are intentionally low-balled.  We will have more to say in this regard 
in our forthcoming comments on the Juneau Access EIS. 
 
“The purpose and need focus for the draft SATP is on financial sustainability” (page 63).  Again, the 
purpose and need cannot be fulfilled by starting road projects that will not be completed, squandering 
scarce resources that could be used to replace the aging Alaska Marine Highway fleet with modern, 
fuel efficient vessels.  Instead, DOT should spend our scant transportation resources on improving 
community-to-community ferry service as repeatedly requested by the large majority of residents who 
will be adversely impacted by this foolhardy plan. 
 
SATP Mission:  The SATP mission of developing “a regional transportation plan that improves 
mobility for residents, goods, and services throughout the region” (page 4) cannot be met by 
decreasing mobility in the Upper Lynn Canal.  The stated desire of improving connectivity between 
communities in the region (page 15) also cannot be met by decreasing travel opportunity in the Upper 
Lynn Canal.   
 
SATP Goals:  There is a disconnect between stated goals and the preferred alternative of constructing 
dead end roads with shorter ferry links.  For example, a stated goal is to enhance regional mobility: 
“Improve transportation opportunities based on demand, reliability, frequency, speed, safety, 
affordability, environmental responsibility, and the unique character of our communities.”  Many have 
told DOT on numerous occasions that an East Lynn Canal road would neither be safe nor reliable. 
Some will die driving this road and many more will be injured. The 2006 Golder Geotechnical Report 
furnishes details regarding safety and reliability in the context of 112 geological hazards identified 
after the 2006 Juneau Access Record of Decision.  An ELC road would remove the option of ferry 
travel for walk-on passengers, and decrease affordability.  It would create environmental damage and 
also change the “unique” character of Southeast Alaska with a permanent visible scar across the LUD 
II designated wilderness along the east side of Lynn Canal with negative impacts to wildlife and 
fisheries. 
 
If the communities of Haines and Skagway believed an ELC road extension would “support economic 
vitality”, a second goal for the Plan, they would fully embrace it.  But community opposition to an 
ELC road extension is well documented by numerous resolutions from the Haines Borough 
government and a vote by Skagway residents.  Skagway and Haines governments both support 
commerce and economic growth, and yet neither government believes an ELC extension would 
achieve the goal of “economic vitality” for our region. 
 
Neither would an ELC road extension improve system efficiency by being “a transportation system 
that is sustainable for the future”.  An ELC road would not offer choices that are “cost effective to the 
user” or the state.  Individuals who cannot travel with a vehicle for one reason or another will be forced 
to fly – a more expensive option than current ferry fares.  Reasons why individuals would travel to 
Juneau without a vehicle would include any of the following real scenarios: don’t own a vehicle; one 
car families not traveling together; underage, disabled or senior citizen; vehicle not equipped with 
safety equipment such as studded tires or 4 wheel drive necessary for harsh winter driving conditions; 



leaving for an extended period of time with no place to park a vehicle; etc. 
 
 
Exchanging a safe ferry service with a partial hard link will neither improve nor maintain modal safety, 
another expressed goal. The EIS speaks to the number of fatalities and injuries expected from an ELC 
road extension.  Further, a road will tax the ability of law enforcement and emergency medical 
response entities.  
 
While DOT has provided a “public process” and seeks input from affected communities and the 
general public, it has yet to listen to what communities and the general public wants.  The last time 
the SATP was up for review 90% of comments supported improved community-to-community ferry 
service, not dead-end roads with shorter ferry links.  (2004 SATP, page 112). 
 
Incompatibility with Alaska Statewide Transportation Plan policies  
In addition to being incompatible with its own mission statement, goals. and purpose and need 
statement, the preferred alternative is also incompatible with Alaska Statewide Transportation Plan 
policies: 
 
Policy 1: Develop the multimodal transportation system to provide safe, cost-effective, and energy-
efficient accessibility and mobility for people and freight.   
As stated above, an ELC road extension would decrease safety, decrease mobility for the segment of 
the traveling public that is walk-on, decrease mobility during avalanche season and other year-round 
slide events, and remove the current service for sending unaccompanied freight containers.  We have 
yet to see the new Juneau Access EIS figures but the 2006 EIS affirmed that existing ferry service was 
the most economical option for the state.  Deploying ACF’s in the upper Lynn Canal instead of 
building an ELC road would truly be compatible with this policy. 
  
Policy 2: Establish statewide strategic priorities for transportation system development funding.  
An ELC road extension is so expensive that other needed projects around the state would not get 
funded, including replacing our aging ferry fleet.  The low expected AADT (380 Increasing to 670 
After 30 years) for this route hardly warrants the priority it has been given, particularly in the context 
of a delayed Seward Highway safety upgrade with an AADT of 15,000. 
 
Policy 3: Apply the best management practices to preserve the existing transportation system.   
The existing AMHS needs a sensible rate structure.  This important identified need has remained 
unmet for fifteen years.  The priority for replacing an aging fleet has been usurped by unrealistic and 
expensive road segments. ACF’s need to be given the opportunity to prove their viability before the 
AMHS is effectively dismantled by this plan. 
 
Policy 4: Increase understanding of and communicate ADOT&PF’s responsibilities for system 
preservation as the owner of highways, airports, harbors, and vessels.  
Due to the priority of building the exorbitantly expensive ELC road extension, this Plan allows DOT to 
continue deferring highway maintenance and deferring replacement of AMHS vessels.  DOT cannot 
communicate its responsibilities for system preservation if it refuses to take them seriously. 
  
Policy 5: Ensure the efficient management and operation of the transportation system.  According to 
the McDowell report prepared for the municipality of Skagway, AMHS fares range from a high of 
$2.38 per adult per nautical mile to a low of $.29.  Similarly, the vehicle per nautical mile charges 
wildly fluctuate between a high of $3.77 and a low of $.60.  This erratic rate structure is the antithesis 



of efficient management.  Deploying ACF’s in the upper Lynn Canal instead of the proposed road 
would help ensure efficient operation. 
 
Policy 6: Use technology and Intelligent Transportation Systems where cost-effective to ensure the 
efficient operation of the transportation system, accessibility, and customer service.   
The McDowell Report illustrates that the AMHS cannot be run efficiently until such time as a sensible 
rate structure is created. 
  
Policy 7: Identify system development needs that address travel demand growth, economic 
development, and funding strategies through regional and metropolitan plans.  Travel demand is 
correctly characterized as “flat.”  As stated previously, if the communities of Haines and Skagway 
believed an ELC road extension would provide economic development, they would embrace it. 
 
Policy 8: Preserve and operate Alaska’s multimodal transportation system to provide efficient reliable 
access to local, national, and international markets.   
An ELC road extension reduces the reliability of travel due to the unpredictability of 36 avalanche 
chutes and 112 other geological hazards.  Efficient, reliable access can be achieved by scrapping the 
ELC road and operating ACF’s instead.  
  
Policy 9: Increase the safety of the transportation system for users of all modes.   
A road built underneath 36 avalanche paths and 112 other identified geological hazards will decrease 
safety.  Fatalities and injuries will occur on an ELC road.  Conversely, ferry travel is completely safe. 
  
Policy 10: Work with federal, local, and state agencies to provide a secure transportation system and 
emergency preparedness for all modes.   
An unmanned terminal is planned for the Katzehin. Will it provide adequate winter shelter for travelers 
who have crossed Lynn Canal to Katzehin, only to find that the road has just been closed? Fifty 
additional, remote miles of road will tax the ability of Haines and Juneau to provide emergency 
services. 
 
Policy 11: Preserve the integrity of the ecosystems and the natural beauty of the state, limit the 
negative impacts and enhance the positive attributes – environmental, social, economic, and human 
health – of an efficient transportation system.   
A road corridor across a pristine ELC will create a very visible and unnecessary scar.  Truly limiting 
negative impacts and enhancing positive attributes would mean improving ferry service and no road 
building through this legislated LUD II wilderness area. 
  
Policy 12: Support energy conservation, specifically in our consumption of fossil fuels, as a matter of 
national security and to address climate change.   
The state is building two new fuel-efficient ferries that will reduce fossil fuel consumption 
dramatically when deployed to connect the communities of Haines, Skagway and Juneau.  Conversely, 
an ELC road extension is anticipated to increase traffic in the corridor by tenfold, and thus increase 
fossil fuel consumption.  (SATP page 10). 
 
Policy 13: Develop transportation plans in close coordination with local communities to ensure 
transportation investment decisions reflect Alaskans’ quality of life values.   
Public comment overwhelmingly supports community-to-community ferry service and 
overwhelmingly opposes building dead end roads.  DOT has yet to come before the Haines Borough 
Planning Commission.  DOT’s insistence on building dead-end roads does not reflect our wishes or our 



values. 
 
Policy 14: The statewide plan will provide the analytical framework from which ADOT&PF sets 
investment priorities.   
Federal funding to Alaska for transportation infrastructure is declining, as are state revenues.  If an 
ELC road is begun, it will likely never be completed due to cost overruns and a lack of funding.  
DOT’s ELC investment priority goes against state policy and is counter to the mission and goals of the 
SATP.  The ELC road extension should be scrapped once and for all. 
  
Conclusion 
The Alaska Marine Highway is safe, dependable, environmentally friendly transportation; with a 99% 
passenger approval rating, according to a 2000 McDowell study.  An ELC road would be dangerous, 
unreliable, and environmentally damaging.  A majority of residents in all three Lynn Canal 
communities support improving ferry service over a road. Deploying ACF’s will improve ferry service 
and decrease maintenance and operations costs. In considering factors of financial feasibility, 
community support, potential risks, environmental implications and community economics, 
community-to-community ferry service is a far better choice than dead-end roads with short ferry 
segments. Listen to the wishes of the people and fund the AMHS instead. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and for taking public comment seriously. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Eric Holle 
President Lynn Canal Conservation 
 
 





















Organized Village of Kake 
P.O. Box 316 

Kake, Alaska 99830-0316 
Telephone 907-785-6471 

Fax 907-785-4902 / email KeexKwaan@KakeFirstNation.org 
(Federally Recognized Tribal Government serving the Kake, Alaska area) 

 
 

April 25, 2013 
Michael Traffalis 
FHWA Engineer 
 
Questions that you asked about in your email on April 24th about the Kake Access Road, that you wanted 
clarification on, my answers & comments are in Red. 
 
 
Hey, in reviewing all the background documentation I was wonder if OVK could provide me with why the 
community shifted on its position. 
 

 In 2004 the State published a plan to connect Kake with a road. That idea was not well received 
with the City/community documenting at that time they wanted more ferry trips and not a road.   

The price of fuel was not so much back then, thus, the cost of electrical power and the cost to fly out of 
Kake was not so high, some jobs were still here in town, and more ferry trips were worth while to get 
health patients to the Southeast Alaska Regional Health Continuum (SEARHC) and to and from Juneau 
to visit Government Agencies, Costco & other stores.   

 
 

 Then in 2008 the City passed a resolution in support of the inter-tie and a road for access.  
 
 
What happen between 2004 and 2008 that caused the City/community to shift its opinion? The City & the 
community began to feel the cost of fuel and the national recession impact on the social & economic 
community has been devastating to rural community of Kake.   
The Organized Village of Kake began the Community Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) Plan, in 2004, 
with the City of Kake, Kake Tribal Corporation, School District, Hatchery and other entities that were 
interested in planning a sustainable Kake during the economic down turn nationally, regionally, state wide 
and locally.  The CEDS Plan listed the Hydroelectric Intertie, from Petersburg, as a priority for cheaper and 
more sustainable power source; the transportation in and out of Kake is listed as another priority-the now 
built Kake Intermodal Transit Facility that OVK built and the Access Road to Petersburg-that was pushed by 
the State of Alaska DOT/PF Planners and the City of Kake is another priority. 
 
 
I have seen documents that showed population decline in Kake about this same time, so where people 
moving away due to the high cost of living and lack or economic opportunity?  The Kake Tribal Cold Storage 
fish plant closed down during this time, because of the high cost of electrical power. 
Kake Tribal Corporation Logging and Construction along with Sealaska Corporation Logging closed down.  
The Small Forest Service Logging contracts closed too.  With the closed seasonal jobs that were lost due to 
the timber being logged off and the high cost of living in Kake, the people that were looking for jobs left 
town to work in Juneau, Sitka, Anchorage and Seattle. 
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2nd question: you mentioned during our meeting with OVK and during our scoping meeting with the 
community that increased access for subsistence, not “substance”, areas is a need. Can you elaborate on 
why this is a need of the community? The state appropriation stated this as well, I just want to make sure I 
understand this better.  Subsistence, our phrase for this is Customary & Traditional Gathering, on any of the 
alternative that you have selected you will find that our ancestors gathered their fish, game and plants all 
over this island.  The fact that a new road route would be built, this would open up those old areas that we 
used to gather and we will access new areas to collect subsistence like hunting, fishing, fire wood, berries, 
plants, shell fish and recreation areas.  With today’s high cost of energy and food, the majority of Kake 
residence depend on Subsistence Gathering more today than back in 2004 and the amount of Subsistence 
we Gather is about 55% of our Daily Diet!! 
 
 
3rd- The state appropriation also states there is a need for increase access to medical facilities in Petersburg. 
Can you explain what is currently not working with your clinic and access to Sitka? Again just trying to get 
all my facts straight before we go out to the public.  The fact that fuel is the measure of cost of getting 
medical help here in Kake is key.  Most of the time the cheaper way to get to the SEARHC Hospital in Sitka is 
by the Alaska State Ferry that we have once (1) per week, and every other week, the ferry skips Sitka on its 
way up to Juneau and the way back from Juneau to Kake, the medical attention that is needed does not 
warrant a Medical Emergency Flight from Sitka to Kake, so…currently the people in need to see a advanced 
Medical staff have to SUFFER AND WAIT to get help, NOW IF we have a road that would be able to access 
the Petersburg Hospital or a Dentist, the current suffering by our Elders and Youth could be alleviated by a 
decent road from Kake to Petersburg. 
 
 
Thanks for all your support 
 
Mike 
 
These are my answers and comments, I will cc other OVK staff and Councilpersons, and they can weigh in 
on your questions themselves.  If you have any comments & questions please call me, @ 907-723-4324, or 
email me back. 
 
Thanks,  
 
Mike A. Jackson 
Transportation Director 
Organized Village of Kake 
 
 



































 

Sent via email September 30, 2014

Andy Hughes
Regional Planning Chief
Southeast Region, ADOT&PF
Juneau, AK  99811
Andy.hughes@alaska.gov

Re:  2014 Draft Southeast Alaska Transportation Plan (SATP)

Dear Mr. Hughes:

Please accept the following comments from the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 
(SEACC) on the 2014 draft SATP.  

SEACC appreciates Alaska DOT’s effort to develop a framework for guiding investment in our 
region’s diverse transportation over both the near- and long-term.  This effort is substantially 
undercut, however, by the ongoing haphazard patch job on the Federal Highway Trust Fund –
the source of over 90% of the funding for Alaskan transportation projects – as well as expected 
decline in state revenue. The draft SATP acknowledges that “Alaska may see a decrease in 
funding in the future.” This fiscal reality weakens a key assumption of the SATP – that 
“[n]ecessary capital and operating funding will be available for the 20 year plan period.”  As a 
result, the plan fails to help Alaskans prioritize different approaches for capital development of 
our transportation infrastructure.    

State law requires DOT to employ a consistent methodology for analyzing the cost-effectiveness 
of the transportation options when evaluating new highways and other major components for 
inclusion in the SATP. Unfortunately, the 2014 draft SATP does not do so.  For example, 
according to the draft SATP, full implementation of the proposed plan will cost “an average of 
$61 million a year for new construction and $67 million a year for refurbishment of existing 
airports, ferries, terminals and highways . . . .” 2014 Draft SATP at p.14.  In short, DOT predicts 
Southeast Alaska can expect $305 million for new construction over the next 5 years. Yet, 
according to the schedule and cost estimates provided in Table 2, DOT expects the design and 
construction of the Katzehin Road, to be completed by 2020 at a cost of $559 million. DOT’s 
just released draft supplemental EIS for the Katzehin Road estimates the total project cost even 
higher at $574 million. So, even if all the available money for Southeast Alaska was spent on 
this one project, DOT falls $200 million dollars short. Consequently, DOT’s use of this 
methodology fails to achieve its primary responsibility of ensuring that future transportation 

  
 



 

 
investments are in the public interest or help Alaskans prioritize actions to maintain and improve 
our transportation infrastructure.

The recently released Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the 
Katzehin Road further undermines the reasonableness of the recommendations contained in the 
2014 draft SATP.  Perhaps most surprisingly, the DSEIS found that annual maintenance and 
operation costs to maintain a new road and ferry terminal in for Lynn Canal will actually 
increase the state’s costs by $5 million above the costs of simply maintaining the existing ferry 
system, contrary to a stated purpose for the road extension. So, contrary to the SATP’s highway 
recommendations, and DOT’s own analysis in the DSEIS, the most cost-effective investment 
would call for halting this greater-than-one-half-billion dollar boondoggle and constructing the 
two new Alaska Class ferries.  This approach would double current transportation capacity in 
Lynn Canal, meeting 95 percent of the traffic demand in Lynn Canal over the next 20 years, and 
reduce the state’s operating costs.

Although one of the SATP goals is “maintain or improve modal safety,” DOT makes no effort to 
compare how well the proposed alternatives meet this goal.  The DSEIS for the Katzehin Road 
anticipates 22 crashes per year – more than 600 crashes and 5 fatalities over the next thirty years 
on this type of two-lane road.  Those estimates don’t even take into account the added dangers of 
avalanches, rockslides, and icing that exist with this particular road.  In comparison, no deaths 
have occurred aboard the Alaska Marine Highway System in over 50 years of service.  

The SATP also includes two other dubious highway recommendations.  The first connecting 
Kake and Petersburg via a single-lane gravel road; the second a road between Sitka and Warm 
Spring Bay.  Like the Juneau road extension, we expect that instead of connecting communities, 
saving time and reducing state costs, these project will end up costing the affected communities 
and State of Alaska far more than predicted.  These are the remaining roads left in the SATP 
from the 2004 version, often called a “spaghetti map” for the sheer number of new roads 
proposed in the document.  Several of the connections to create the “long drive/short ferry” 
scenario envisioned in that document were actually constructed, including a terminal on South 
Mitkof Island south of Petersburg and another one in Coffman Cove on the Northern end of 
Prince of Wales Island.  These facilities have remained mothballed for years because the 
distances are too great, the population too small, and the inconvenience of hoping on and off, on 
and off ferries too significant to be viable.  Instead of learning from these mistakes, DOT seems 
to be attempting to make the same ones all over again.  

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

Best Regards,

Buck Lindekugel
Grassroots Attorney
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329 Harbor Drive Suite 212    PO Box 638    Sitka, AK 99835    Phone 907.747.8604    info@sitkachamber.com    www.sitkachamber.com 

September 30, 2014 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
The Sitka Chamber strongly supports the construction of an all-weather road to the east or northeast side 
of Baranof Island, and while the draft plan recognizes this need, the current proposal is for an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and design with actual construction "not anticipated within the 20 
year SATP plan period”. 
 
Sitka has the third largest population in the region, yet other communities in Southeast Alaska are receiving 
nearly daily service while Sitka receives almost none. This severely restricts ridership to and from Sitka and 
creates a real economic hardship for our community. As stated in the draft plan, an all-weather road from 
Sitka to the east side of Baranof Island would eliminate approximately 120 miles for ferry traffic between 
the east and west side of the island. The road would produce cost savings to the Alaska Marine Highway 
that would presumably translate into lower fares for travel to and from Sitka. 
 
Construction of this long awaited road will positively impact economic development projects through 
increased transportation options; provide affordable transportation to residents, including student 
travelers; and greatly reduce the hazards maritime traffic faces in Peril Strait. Given this substantial 
economic benefit to Sitka and Southeast Alaska as a whole, this is a project that should not be put off any 
longer, but made a top priority. 
 
Jennifer Robinson 
 

 
 

Executive Director 
Greater Sitka Chamber of Commerce 
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