SR 99: Alaskan Way Viaduct Replacement Project
Final EIS - Appendix S 2004 and 2006 Comments and Responses

F-001-001

Thank you for sharing your thoughts and comments related to our work
to develop and screen a broad range of alternatives. We appreciated
EPA's contribution to the Resource Agency Leadership Forum (RALF),
and your continued participation as the project has moved forward. We
acknowledge EPA's rating of Lack of Objections to the Draft EIS.

F-001-002

Some public comments requested that the lead agencies study the
possibility of not replacing the viaduct. The lead agencies responded to
this request by initiating a study to determine whether a no replacement
viaduct concept was feasible. This study, called the AWV No
Replacement Concept, was made available to the public and shared with
EPA and other agencies.

The study assumed the viaduct would be replaced with a four-lane
surface street on Alaskan Way. It also assumed that transit would be
increased, improvements would be made to the downtown street
system, transportation demand management strategies would

be employed, and some changes would be made to I-5. Even with the
most optimistic assumptions, the study found that city streets, I-5, and
surface Alaskan Way would be severely congested from early morning
until late evening.

» Traffic on surface Alaskan Way would quadruple along the central
waterfront; 35,000 to 56,000 vehicles per day would use this section
of roadway compared to about 10,000 today. Increased traffic would
not create a livable and pedestrian-friendly waterfront for residents
and tourists.

« Downtown street traffic would increase by 30 to 50 percent, with the
greatest increase in Pioneer Square and on the waterfront. City
streets would be congested for much of the day.

* Vehicle demand on I-5 would grow by 24,000 - 33,000 vehicles per
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day. This is in addition to the nearly 70,000-vehicle increase
predicted due to population and commercial growth in the region by
2030. I-5 does not have room for trips from the viaduct corridor
because it is already congested for much of the day and into the
evening.

« Access to and from many Seattle neighborhoods would be reduced
by degraded traffic conditions downtown. Ballard, Queen Anne,
Magnolia, and West Seattle would be greatly affected.

Based on these findings, the lead agencies determined the no
replacement concept clearly does not meet the project's purpose and
need statement, "that maintains or improves mobility and accessibility for
people and goods along the existing Alaskan Way Viaduct Corridor."

F-001-003

The project team has continued to study contamination in the project
corridor to determine construction mitigation measures. Please refer to
Chapter 8 of the Final EIS for information on construction mitigation
measures related to hazardous waste.

F-001-004

The lead agencies have consulted with the Tribes on tribal fishing and
other issues as the project has progressed. Information learned from
these discussions is contained in the Final EIS. The design team has
expended considerable effort to redesign the Cut-and-Cover Tunnel
Alternative to minimize the amount of in-water work, thereby minimizing
the potential effects of the project on Native American fishing rights. The
lead agencies will continue to consult with the federal agencies and the
Tribes to ensure coordination throughout the project.

The preferred Bored Tunnel Alternative does not include any in-water
work that would necessitate impacts to tribal fishing activities or areas.
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F-001-005

The lead agencies will continue to work closely with resource agencies
through the environmental review and permitting process. We appreciate
the positive contributions EPA staff have made to the project and hope
they will continue to participate. As suggested by the comment,
mitigation for habitat impacts is presented in more detail in the Final EIS
where appropriate. However, the term conceptual mitigation is not well-
defined and is often interpreted differently by various parties. The
project's intent is to show project impacts can be mitigated and potential
habitat enhancements provided at a level of detail commensurate with
the decision at hand.

F-001-006

Thank you for your encouraging comments about the format of the Draft
EIS. We appreciate your ideas on how we can improve on the format of
the Draft EIS. These ideas will help us to refine the reader-friendly
approach for future documents.

We think Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS does a good job comparing the
alternatives and highlighting key issues and trade-offs. This chapter
contains important information that distinguishes and compares the
alternatives. We chose not to develop a table because it would have
been unwieldy due to all the information it would need to convey, and it
would not have been as effective as the combination of graphics, tables,
and text we created to compare the alternatives. We will strive to
incorporate tools into the summary chapter that will help make key
issues and comparisons clear for all audiences as we continue to refine
and further develop more reader-friendly EIS formats.

We appreciate your comment related to document organization and
format. Federal and state environmental regulations and guidance give
project proponents flexibility in how EIS documents are organized, and
we recognize there are many trade-offs associated with how EISs are
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organized. After thinking about the trade-offs, our team decided to "tell
the story" of each alternative as a separate chapter. We did this because
several alternatives and options were evaluated. By separating the
alternatives discussion into five chapters, we were able to give readers a
clear picture of how each alternative would affect various aspects of the
environment. We developed Chapter 2, the Comparison of

Alternatives chapter, to help readers easily compare the alternatives.
Information that distinguishes the alternatives and highlights key issues
are compared in Chapter 2. Much of the information contained in
Questions 1-8 in Chapters 5-9 is summarized in some form in Chapter 2,
specifically questions 3-14. We acknowledge that this EIS approach may
make review more difficult for some. The index on page 161 outlines a
more traditional EIS format and shows readers where they can quickly
find the information they are looking for. The lead agencies considered
your comments as outlines for future EIS documents were developed.

We acknowledge your comment regarding coordination between the
technical reports and the main body of the EIS. We strive to strike a
reasonable balance between the extensive technical information in the
discipline reports and what is brought forward into the main EIS. The
Final EIS refers readers to the technical reports if they are interested in
additional information on a particular subject.
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